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AnD now having so fully shewn the universal consent, and 
constant and perpetual practice of the Church for Communion 
in both kinds, and having answered all the instances by which 
de Meaux vainly endeavours to overthrow that ; I have, I hope, 
in some measure performed what was the subject of de 
Meaux’s prayer at the beginning of his treatise, “That not 
only antiquity may be illustrated, but that truth also may 
become manifest and triumphant ;”’* and I have hereby wholly 
taken away the main strength, and the very foundation of his 
book, for that lies in those several customs and pretended 
matters of fact which he brings to justify the Church’s prac- 
tice for single communion ; and if these be all false and mis- 
taken, as upon examination they appear to be, then his 
principles upon which he founds this wrong practice, if they 
are not false and erroneous, yet they are useless and insignificant, 
for they do not prove, but only suppose the Church’s practice ; 
and if the practice be not true, as it is plain it is not, then 
what signify those principles which are wholly grounded upon 
a wrong supposal, and are only designed to make out that 
which never was? Those principles are like framing an hypo- 
thesis to give an account of the reason of some strange and 
extraordinary thing, which thing upon inquiry, proves false and 
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mistaken, and so they are but like the virtuoso’s solution of a 
phenomenon, which, notwithstanding all his philosophic fancy 
and fine hypothesis, never was in nature. Monsieur de Meaux 
must better prove to us the practice of the Church for com- 
munion in one kind, than he has yet done, before he establishes 
such principles, by which such a practice may be made out ; 
for whatever the principles be, as long as the practice is false, 
the principles will not make it true. And since I have so 
largely proved that communion in both kinds was the practice 
of the Primitive and the whole catholic Church for above 
twelve hundred years, and have disproved all the instances of 
de Meaux to the contrary, so that no manner of question can 
be made of the truth of this matter of fact, unless where, as 
de Meaux says, “‘ passion makes prevaricated persons undertake 
and believe any thing :’* I have sufficiently answered that 
part of de Meaux’s book, wherein the strength of the whole 
lies, and that which is the ground and foundation of all the 
rest being destroyed, the other falls of itself; I might there- 
fore spare myself the trouble of examining the principles which 
de Meaux lays down, as the reasons of the Church’s practice; for 
if the practice of the Church be against him, the reasons of that 
practice will be so too, and I may turn those upon him as I have 
done the other. His third principle, which is the most considera- 
ble, and ‘‘which alone,” he says, “‘ carries along with it the deci- 
sion of this question,’ namely, “‘ that the law ought to be ex- 
plained by constant and perpetual practice,’’ this is whollyfor us, 
who are assured that we have theconstant and perpetual practice 
of the Church for so many ages for the communion in both 
kinds : and therefore, though the law of Christ, which is so 
clear in itself that it needs nothing to explain it, be the main 
thing upon which the decision of this matter depends, yet the 
tradition and practice of the Church is a farther confirmation 
of the law to us, and we shall be willing to join with de Meaux 
in whatever he can say for tradition, provided it be so certain, 
and general and authentic, as we have proved it to be for com- 
munion in both kinds, and provided that it do not destroy a 
plain law of Christ, nor make void the commandment of God, 
which we can never believe that an universal tradition of the 
catholic Church ever will do. What a vain and empty 
flourish some are used to make with the name of tradition and 
the Church, I have shewn in this question of the communion 
in one kind, in the managing of which, I have, as de Meaux 
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speaks, “attacked our enemies in their own fortress,” * and taken 
this Goliah weapon out of their hands; and though the dis- 
arming de Meaux of that, in which his whole strength lies, is 
entirely to overcome him; yet since some of the reasons he 
lays down to justify his pretended tradition, may without that, 
considered merely by themselves, carry a seeming plausibleness, 
if not real strength in them, to defend the communion in one 
kind from those apparent difficulties, under which, as he owns, it 
labours, and which he would willingly take off from it: I shall 
in the last place consider, all those principles and arguments 
from reason, which are laid down by him to this purpose. 

His first principle is this : “that in the administration of the 
sacraments we are obliged to do, not all that Jesus Christ 
hath done, but only that which is essential to them.” This 
we allow, and this principle, as he says, is without contest : 
no Church, nor no Christians, did ever think themselves 
obliged to all those circumstances with which Christ cele- 
brated the blessed eucharist at its first institution; and as to 
baptism, Christ himself did not perform, but only command that 
sacrament. I cannot think that Monsieur Jurieu should pro- 
pose this for a rule, as de Meaux charges him,+ “ to do univer- 
sally all that Jesus Christ did, in such sort, that we should 
regard all circumstances he observed, as being of absolute 
necessity.”” What, to do it only at night, and after supper, 
and in an upper room, and the like? This could never enter 
into any man’s head of common understanding, much less 
into so learned a man’s as Monsieur Jurieu. They who are so 
zealous for unleavened bread, because Christ probably used it 
(for there are disputes about it) at his paschal supper, though 
if he did, it was only by accident, yet do not think fit to 
inquire what was the particular sort of wine which he blessed 
and gave his disciples, nor think themselves obliged to celebrate 
only in that, which yet they might do with as much reason ; 
and though the putting water into the wine, which was very 
ancient, and used very likely by the Jews and others in those 
hot countries, is not remarked in the first institution; yet I 
know none that make any great scruple at it: as to the pos- 
ture of receiving, which has been the most controverted, yet 
the stiffest contenders in that, have not thought it necessary to 
keep exactly to the same in which Christ gave, and the Apostles 
received it at first, which was discumbency ; if these cir- 
cumstances indeed had been commanded, as a great many 
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of the like nature were very precisely to the Jews in their 
eating the passover, then they ought to have been observed in 
obedience to the Divine law: but the command of Christ, Do 
this, does not in the least extend to these, but only to the 
sacramental action of blessing bread and eating it, blessing 
wine and drinking it, in rememembrance of Christ: for that 
was the thing which Christ did, and which he commanded 
them to do; and the very same thing may be done with 
quite other circumstances than those with which he did it, with 
other words, for we know not what were the words with which 
Christ blessed the bread or the wine; with other company, 
more or less than twelve men; in another posture than that of 
lying, and in another place and time, and the like: he that 
does not plainly see those to be circumstances, and cannot 
easily distinguish them from the thing itself which Christ did 
and commanded to be done, must not know what it is to eat and 
to drink, unless it be with his own family, in such a room of 
his own house, and at such an hour of the day; it is certainly 
as easy to know what Christ instituted, and what he com- 
manded, as to know this, and consequently what belongs to 
the essence of the sacrament, without which it would not be 
such a sacrament as Christ celebrated and appointed, as to know 
what it is to eat and to drink; and yet Monsieur de Meaux* 
is pleased to make this the great difficulty, “to know what 
belongs to the essence of the sacrament, and what does not, 
and to distinguish what is essential in it from what is not.” 
And by this means he endeavours to darken what is as clear 
as the light, and so to avoid the plainest institution and the 
clearest command: “The institution,” says he, “does not suftice, 
since the question always returns to know what appertains to 
the essence of the institution, Jesus Christ not having distin- 
guished them. Jesus Christ instituted this sacrament in the 
evening, at the beginning of the night in which he was to be 
delivered, it was at this time he would leave us his body given 
for us: does the time or the hour then belong to the institu- 
tion? Does this appertain to the essence of it? And is it not 
as plainly and evidently a circumstance, as night or noon is a 
circumstance to eating and drinking? Does the command of 
Christ, Do this, belong to that or to the other circumstances of 
doing it, when the same thing, the same sacramental action, 
may be done without them? Is not this a plain rule, to make 
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or 


a distinction between the act itself, and the circumstances of 
performing it? Because there were a great many things done 
by Jesus Christ in this mystery, which we do not believe our- 
selves obliged to do: such as being in an upper room, lying 
upon a bed, and the like, which are not properly things done 
by Christ, so much as circumstances of doing it; for the thing 
done, was taking bread and wine, and blessing and distri- 
buting them: does therefore Christ’s command, Do this, 
belong no more to eating and drinking, than it does to 
those other things, or rather circumstances, with which he 
performed those? Is drinking as much a circumstance as doing 
it after supper? If it be, eating may be so too. Monsieur 
de Meaux is ashamed to say this, but yet it is what he aims at ; 
for else the cup will necessarily appear to belong to the sacra- 
ment as an essential, and consequently an indispensable part 
of it ; and this may be plainly known to be so from the words 
of Christ and from Scripture, without the help of tradition ; 
though that also, as I have shewn, does fully agree with those, 
but they are so plain as not to need it in this case ; eating and 
drinking are so plainly the essential part of the sacrament, 
and so clearly distinguished from the other circumstances in 
Scripture, that St. Paul always speaks of those without any 
regard to the other: “The cup of blessing which we bless, is it 
not the communion of the blood of Christ?”’* “The bread which 
we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ? For 
as often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup ye do shew 
the Lord’s death till he come.”’+ ‘‘ Whosoever shall eat this 
bread and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily :—Let a 
man examine himself, and so let him eat of that bread and 
drink of that cup ; for he that eateth and drinketh—.” So that 
he must be wilfully blind, who cannot see from Scripture what is 
essential to this sacrament, from whatis not. But Monsieur 
de Meaux thinks to find more advantage in the other sacrament 
of baptism, and therefore he chiefly insists upon that under 
this head, and his design is to make out that immersion or 
plunging under water, is meant and signified by the word bap- 
tize, ‘‘in which,” he tells us, “‘the whole world agree,t and that 
this is the only manner of baptizing we read of in the Scrip- 
tures, and that he can shew by the acts of Councils, and by 
ancient Rituals, that for thirteen hundred years the whole 
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Church baptized after this manner, as much as it was possible.” * 
If it be so, then it seems there is not only Scripture but tradi- 
tion for it, which is the great principle he takes so much 
pains to establish ; and what then shall we have to say to the 
Anabaptists, to whom de Meaux seems to have given up that 
cause, that he may defend the other of communion m one 
kind; for his aim in all this is to make immersion as essential 
to baptism, as eating and drinking to the Lord’s supper: and 
if Scripture and tradition be both so fully for it, I know not 
what can be against it ; but de Meaux+ ‘‘ knows some gentlemen 
who answer things as best pleases them ; the present difficulty 
transports them, and being pressed by the objection, they say 
at that moment what seems most to disentangle them from it, 
without much reflecting whether it agree, I do not say with 
truth, but with their own thoughts.” The institution of the 
eucharist in bread and wine, and the command to Do this, 
which belonged both to eating and drinking, lay very heavy 
upon him; and to ease himself of those, which he could not do, 
if it were always necessary to observe what Christ mstituted 
and commanded, he was willing to make baptism by dipping 
to be as much commanded and instituted as this, though it be 
not now observed as necessary, either by those of the Church 
of Rome, or the Reformed. And besides his arguments to 
prove that from Scripture, he makes an universal tradition of 
the Church, which he pretends all along in his book, is against 
communion in both kinds, and which is the great thing he goes 
upon, yet to be for this sort of baptism no less than 1300 
years: so that neither the law in Scripture, nor tradition, as 
it explains that law, is always, it seems, to be observed, which 
is the thing ought openly to be said for communion in one 
kind: ‘the cause itself demands this, and we must not expect 
that an error can be defended after a consequent manner.” t 
But 1s Scripture and tradition both for baptism by immersion ¢ 
Surely not ; the word daptize, in which the command is given, 
signifies only to wash in general, and not to plunge all over, as 
{have already shewn in this treatise,§ and as all writers against 
the Anabaptists do sufficiently make out, towhom Ishall refer the 
reader for further satisfaction in that controversy, which it is 
not my business to consider at present; and so much is de 
Meaux out about tradition being so wholly and universally for 
baptism by immersion, that Tertullian plainly speaks of it by 
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intinction* and by sprinkling ;+ reprehending those who pre- 
sumed upon pardon to be obtained by baptism without 
repentance; and St. Cyrprian, in his epistle to Magnus, de- 
termines, that the form of baptism by aspersion, is as good 
and valid as by immersion, and confirms this by several 
examples and instances of the Jewish purifications,[ which 
were only by sprinkling. It is not the manner of washing, 
nor the quantity, or the sort of water, but only washing with 
water, which is essential to baptism and unalterable; and 
so it is not the sort of bread, or wine, or the manner of re- 
ceiving them, that is essential to the eucharist, but the 
receiving both of them is, because they are both commanded 
and instituted, and both of them are the matter of that 
sacrament, as much as water is of baptism; ina word, with- 
out those we cannot do what Christ did and commanded to be 
done, though we may without the other circumstances with 
which he did them, which I think is a very plain way to distin- 
guish the one from the other, though de Meaux is so unwilling 
to see it. 

The second principle of de Meaux is, “‘ that to distinguish 
what appertains, or does not appertain to the substance of a 
sacrament ; we must regard the essential effect of that sacra- 
ment.” But must we regard nothing else? Must we not 
regard the outward part as well as the inward? And does 
not that appertain to the substance of a sacrament as well as 
the other? I confess the word substance, which de Meaux 
uses, is equivocal and ambiguous, for it may signify either the 
outward part of it as it is a sacred sign or symbol, and so 
the matter and form does appertaim to the substance or 
essence of it, or it may signify the inward grace and virtue, 
which is also of the substance of the sacrament as it is the thing 
signified, and it is not only one, but both of these that do 
appertain to the substance of the sacrament, or to speak more 
clearly and plainly, that make it a sacrament. If de Meaux 
understands nothing else by the substance of the sacrament 
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but the essential effect of it, then his words are confused and 
run together, and he had as good have put it thus: that ‘to 
distinguish what appertains or does not appertain to the essen- 
tial effect of the sacrament, we must regard the essential 
effect of the sacrament :”’ which though it had not been sense, 
yet he had better told us his meaning by it; but surely there 
is something else that does plainly belong to the substance of 
the sacrament, besides the essential effect. It is strange that 
de Meaux, ‘the treasury of wisdom, the fountain of eloquence, 
the oracle of his age,” as he is styled by the translator, but who, 
like the oracles of old, too often doubles and equivocates, that 
so great a man should not either understand or consider 
the plain nature of a sacrament, so as to account the external 
and visible part to belong to the essence or substance of it, as 
well as the internal or the essential effect. Does not every Cate- 
chism tell us, that the sacrament is made up of these two 
parts, of the res terrena and ceelestis, as Ireneeus* calls it ; 
the esca corporalis and spiritualis, as St. Ambrose ;}+ the 
sacramentum or outward sign, and res sacramenti, as St. 
Austin ;{ and must we not have regard to both these, without 
which we destroy the very nature of a sacrament, as well as to 
one? The very essence or substance, if de Meaux pleases, of 
the sacrament of baptism, lies in the outward washing the body 
with water, in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
which is the outward form of it, without which it was declared 
null, as well as in the cleansing the soul, and we must regard 
the one as well as the other, though St. Peter tells us, “itis not 
the putting away the filth of the flesh, whereby baptism saveth 
us, but the answer of a good conscience towards God.”§ Yet 
still we are to observe the outward ceremony, and may know 
by another way, namely, from the institution, that that does 
appertain to the substance of it; else with the Quakers and 
Socinians, we may leave off all sacraments, and all the positive 
and outward ceremonies of Christianity, and only regard the 
essential effect and invisible grace of them, which they also 
pretend to have without the visible sign. As washing with 
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water does appertain to the substance of baptism, so does 
eating bread and drinking wine appertain to the substance of 
the eucharist ; and we must regard those which are the true 
matter of this sacrament as well as the essential effect of ihe 
or else how were the Aquarii that used water, and others that 
used milk, reproved so severely by St. Cyprian and Pope 
Julius, if the keeping to the outward elements which Christ 
has instituted and appointed, be not as well to be regarded as 
the inward and essential effect ? And if these do not appertain 
to the substance of the sacrament, and could not be easily 
known and distinguished from the other circumstances of the 
sacrament, by other means than by regard to the essential 
effect, which they might hope to partake of without them. 
De Meaux is so wholly taken up with the essential effect, 
and entire fruit, and the inseparable grace of the sacrament, with 
which words he hopes to blind and amuse his reader, and 
therefore he drops them almost in half the pages of his book, 
that he takes not due care, nor is much concerned about the 
outward and visible part of the sacrament, which he knows is 
so grossly violated, and shamefully mangled and mutilated in 
his Church ; and yet this is so considerable, that it is not a true 
sacrament without it ; and Gelasius plainly calls the dividing of 
the outward part of the sacrament, the dividing of the mystery ; 
and to be plain with him, and to give the killing blow to his 
cause, and to all the artificial slights with which he fences and 
defends it, and ashe speaks, ‘“‘for once to stop the mouth of these 
ceavillers,” I shall lay down this principle, that the essential 
effect or inward substance of the sacrament is not ordinarily 
to be received or partaken, without receiving and partaking 
the external part, or the outward substance of it, which is 
instituted and appoimted by Christ: and by this plain prin— 
ciple, which I have made use of before, and shall further 
strengthen and confirm, all that he says about receiving the 
grace, and virtue, and essential effect of the sacrament by one 
kind, will be quite taken off and destroyed. But because this 
is the greatest plea, and the fundamental reasoning which he 
every where uses in his book, I shall therefore fully consider 
it under these two questions : 

i. Whether the same grace, virtue and benefit, do not 
belong to one species, or be not “given by one species which is 
by both? 

2. Whether one species, containing both Christ’s body and 
blood, by the doctrine of transubstantiation, and consequently 
the person of Christ whole and entire by the doctrine of con- 
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comitancy, do not contain and give whole Christ, and so 
the whole substance and thing signified of the sacrament. 

1. Whether the same grace, virtue, and benefit, be not 
give by one species as by both? This de Meaux every where 
asserts, and it is the foundation he all along goes upon ; but 
is it not strange presumption, when God has been pleased to 
appoint such a religious rite and sacramental action to be 
performed in such a manner, with a promise of such graces 
and benefits to those who perform it aright, to think he will 
grant the same benefits to those who perform it otherwise than 
he has appointed, and to venture to make a change and 
alteration from what he positively ordered, and yet think to 
partake of the same benefits another way, without any such 
outward means, and without any sacraments at all? For they 
are wholly in his own free disposal, and he is not tied to any 
outward means, nor to such particular means as the sacraments 
are; but since he has thought fit to make them the ordinary 
means of conveying those benefits to us, we cannot ordinarily 
hope for the one without the other; thus we cannot expect 
the virtue and benefit of baptism without the outward ceremony 
of washing, and without observing that in such a way as Christ 
has appointed, 7. e. washing with water in the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; neither can we receive the 
inward grace and virtue of the eucharist, without taking that 
sacrament as Christ hath appointed and commanded it ; for 
all sacraments would lose their worth and value, their esteem 
and reverence, and would not be necessary to be observed 
according to the Divine institution, if without the observance 
of that we had any just grounds to hope for the virtue and 
benefits of them : there is therefore all the reason in the world 
to fear, that God, to preserve the integrity of his own insti- 
tution, and the force and authority of his own laws, will deny 
the inward grace and virtue of the sacrament to those who 
wilfully violate and transgress the outward observance of it in 
such a way as he has appointed: has not Christ annexed the 
inward grace and virtue of the sacrament to the outward sign ? 
If he have, and we do not receive the outward sign as he has 
appointed, how can we then hope to receive the inward grace? - 
What is it that makes such an outward sign or ceremony as a 
sacrament, be a means of conveying such spiritual grace and 
virtue, and exhibiting such inward benefits to our minds? It 
is not any physical power, or natural virtue which they have in 
themselves ; it is not the washing with a little water that can 
-cleanse the soul, or the eating a little bread and drinking a 
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little wine, can nourish and strengthen it, but it is the Divine 
power of Christ, who by his institution has given such a 
spiritual and inward virtue to such outward signs and visible 
actions, and made these the means and instruments of con- 
veying and exhibiting such grace and virtue, and real benefits 
to us ; all the power and efficacy they have to do this, is owing 
purely to the Divine institution, and wholly depends upon that ; 
if therefore we do not observe the institution, how can we 
expect the benefit that comes wholly from that? And if 
Christ by the institution has annexed the grace, and virtue, 
and benefit of the sacrament to both kinds, which he has 
plainly done by instituting of both; how can we then hope to 
receive it by one, contrary to the institution? And how can 
we be assured that we lose nothing, and are deprived of 
nothing, by taking one only, and that this is as good and 
sufficient as taking of both? There is nothing appears from 
the will and pleasure of him that instituted both, upon which 
the whole virtue of them does entirely depend, from whence 
we can gather any such thing; it rather appears from thence 
that both are necessary, because both are instituted. De Meaux 
therefore does not fetch it from thence, but from the nature 
of the thing itself, from the inseparableness of that grace which 
is given in the sacrament, and from the impossibility in the 
thing to have it otherwise: “Christ,” says he,* ‘‘cannot separate 
the virtue of the sacrament, nor effect that any other grace 
should accompany his bloodshed, than that same in the ground 
and substance which accompanies his body immolated.”’+ But 
Christ can annex the virtue of the sacrament to the whole 
sacrament, and not to any part of it, and he can effect that 
the grace of his body and blood should accompany or belong 
to both the eating his body and drinking his blood, and not to 
the doing one of these without the other, contrary to his com- 
mand and institution; although the grace be inseparable, so 
that “the grace annexed tothe body be no other than that 
which is annexed to the blood ;”{ yet this grace may not be 
given till both the body and blood are received, as Bellarmine 
expressly says, ‘‘it may not,” in the case of the priests taking 
both kinds,§ “till the whole sumption of both species is per- 


OP. 182. tee, 182, BN Dy 
§ Posset etiam dici Eucharistiam sub specie panis non conferre gratiam, 
nisi tota sumptione Eucharistiz absoluta. Et quia cum sumitur utraque 
species, non censetur absoluta sumptio, nisi cum sumpta est utraque 
species, ideo Eucharistiam sub specie panis conferre quidem gratiam, sed 
non ante sumptionem alterius speciei. Bellarm. de Sacram. Euch. 1. 4. ¢.23. 
[vol. 3. p. 390. col. 2. Prag, 1721.] 
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formed and finished ;” and if it may not be soin the case of 
the priest, why not also in all other communicants, unless 
Christ have made and declared it otherwise, which he has 
not? What will it then signify, if, as de Meaux says, ‘it be 
impossible to separate in the application the effect of Christ’s 
blood from that of his body :”* if the effect of these be not 
applied till they are both received, and there be no application 
of the effect, as we cannot be assured there is, without the 
receiving of both? But did Christ then, says he, ‘‘ suspend 
the effect which his body was to produce, until such time as 
the Apostles had received the blood,” in the first institution of 
this sacrament, and in the interval between their taking the 
bread and the cup? I answer, they did not receive the grace of 
the sacrament till they had received the whole sacrament, 
because the grace and effect was annexed to the whole, and not 
to any part of it; and therefore the effect may not only be 
suspended till the whole is taken, but even utterly lost without 
receiving the whole. It is a little too nice and curious to 
inquire what are the precise moments in which we receive this 
grace of the sacrament, or any other ordinance, as well as 
what is the particular manner in which we do receive it, as 
whether all at once, or by part, or whether the effect be given 
in such a minute, or suspended till the next? In return to 
de Meaux’s question, I might as well ask him, whether the 
effect of the body is given when it is just put into the mouth? 
Or when the species is chewed there? Or whenit is swallowed 
down and comes into the stomach? Or whether it be sus- 
pended till all this is done? So in baptism, which he will 
needs have to be commanded by Christ, and anciently 
practised, by immersion : was the grace of it given when part 
of the body was dipt, or the whole immerged? And then, 
whether when the body was under water, or when it was raised 
out of it? And when this was performed by trine immersion, 
as it is commanded in the Apostolic Canons,+ was the effect of 
it suspended till the last immersion was over? So in the Jews’ 
eating of their sacrifices, whereby they were made partakers of 
the altar, and had the virtue of those applied to them, as we, 
by feeding on the Christian sacrifice do partake of the virtue of 
that, was this done by the first bit they eat of them? Or was 
half the virtue applied when they had eat half? Or was the 
whole suspended till the whole was eaten? By these questions, 
1 hope de Meaux may see the vain subtlety and folly of his 
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own, which he thinks is so much to the purpose, and does the 
business of proving the effect of the sacrament to be given by 
one species, either before or without the other ; when the effect 
depends, besides other things, upon the whole action, and the 
whole performance, and the receiving of both of them. When 
there isa conveyance of a thing by some visible ceremony, 
which consists of several parts and several actions ; as suppose 
the conveying an estate by deed, there is to be the setting of 
a hand, and the putting of a seal, and the delivery of it, and 
something given and received, as livery and seisin, and the like ; 
all those things which the law requires to be done as a form of 
passing and transferring of aright from one, and receiving it 
by another ; these are all to be done before the thing is truly, 
and legally, and rightly conveyed: the sacraments, he knows, 
are outward tokens and visible pledges, and solemn rites and 
ceremonies of Christ’s conveying, and our receiving his body 
and blood, and all the effects and benefits of them, and till all 
that the law of Christ appoints to be done in them according to 
his command and institution, be truly and fully performed ; we 
do not ordinarily receive, nor can we pretend a right to those 
things which they are designed to convey to us; which I 
think is a plain illustration of the thing, and takes off all the 
vain and nice subtleties of de Meaux about this matter; but 
yet I shall offer something further concerning it. 

First, The grace of the sacrament which God has annexed 
to both, and not to one species, though it be not to be sepa- 
rated, so that one species should have a peculiar and distinct 
virtue proper to that, which does not belong to both of them 
(as there were not two distinct virtues in the sacrifice and the 
pouring out of the blood of the sacrifice, but one expiatory 
virtue by the sacrifice, whose blood was poured out), yet this 
grace is given in different measures and degrees, so that how- 
ever confidently de Meaux determines,* that the ‘“‘whole grace”’ 
and “‘the entire fruit” of the sacrament is received by one species 
as well as both, and that one “has always the same efficacy of 
“‘virtue’’ that both, so that ‘we lose nothing by taking one species 
only,” but that “‘ communion under one is as good and sufficient 
as under both: yet this is contrary to the opinion of the learned 
men even of his own Church. Vasquez expressly declares the 
contrary, ‘‘ Their opinion,” says he, ‘‘seemed always more pro- 
bable to me, who say, that there is greater fruit of grace received 
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from both kinds than from one only, and therefore that they 
who take the cup do attain a new increase of grace :”’* and he 
cites several other writers of the Roman communion as agreeing 
with him in this, and even one of their own Popes, Clement 
VI., who, granting the communion of both kinds to one 
of our English kings, does it with this particular reason set 
down in his bull, that “it might be for the augmentation of 
grace.” Alexander Alensis said the same before Vasquez, 
namely, “that the sumption under both kinds, which was that 
which our Lord delivered, was more complete and more effica- 
cious ;’t{ and although he defends and asserts, that ‘the 
sumption under one is sufficient,” yet that under both he 
acknowledges, “is of greater merit.’’§ Suarez tells us, ‘‘ this was 
the opinion of many Catholics, that there was more grace given 
by both species than by one alone; and grave men,” says he, 
*‘ relate that this was held by most of the Fathers, who were 
present in the Council of Trent, and therefore that Council 
speaks very cautiously, and only says, that the faithful by 
communicating only in one kind, are deprived of no grace 
necessary to salvation.” || So that it seems they may by their 
own tacit confession, be deprived of some grace that is very 
useful and beneficial to a Christian, or of some degree of that 
sacramental grace which is given by both species and not by 
one: if it were no more than this, which themselves own, yet 
it is pity sure, that Christians should be deprived of that: but 
they can never assure Christians that they are not deprived of 
all, even of that which is necessary to salvation, so far as the 
grace of the sacrament is so, because this necessary grace is 
annexed not to one kind but to both, and the taking the species 
of wine is as necessary to receive that by Christ’s institution, 


* Probabilior sententia mihi semper visa est eorum, qui dicunt majorem 
frugem gratize ex utraque specie hujus Sacramenti, quam ex altera tantum 
percipi, ac proinde eos qui calicem sumunt, novum augmentum gratize 
consequi. Vasquez in Tert. Disp. 215. c. 2. 

+ Ut ad gratie augmentum sub utraque specie communicaret. Ib. 

{~ Sumptio sub utraque specie, quem modum sumendi tradidit Dominus, 
est majoris efficaciee et complementi. Alexand. Alens. in 4 sent. quest. 53. 

§ Licet illa sumptio, que est in accipiendo sub una specie, sufficiat, 
illa tamen que est sub duabus est majoris meriti. Ib. 

|| Fuit multorum Catholicorum opinio, plus gratie dari per duas species 
quam per unam tantum; Quam viri graves referunt tenuisse plures ex 
Patribus qui Concilio Tridentino affuerunt, et ideo idem Concilium caute 
dixisse, fideles eo quod communicent sub una tantum specie, nulla gratia 
ad salutem necessarid defraudari. Suarez, tom. 3. in Tert. Disp. 63. 
[vol. 18. p. 657. col. 1. Venet. 1747.] 
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as the species of bread, for no reason can be imagined why the 
one should give only the necessary grace, and the other only 
the additional. Men must make too bold with the grace of 
God, and the grace of the sacrament, who think to give it as 
they please, and to part and divide it as they think fit, by their 
presumptuous and ungrounded fancies, and do not wholly 
depend upon his will and pleasure for the receiving of it, and 
that way and manner which he himself has appointed. Others 
there are, who though they defend the communion in one kind, 
yet speak very doubtingly about that question, whether more 
spiritual fruit, or more grace, be not received by both than by 
one. Salmeron says, “‘it is a difficult question, because we 
have nothing from the ancients whereby we can decide it :’* 
no truly, the question and the reason of it, which is their 
practice, is too late and novel to have any thing produced for 
it out of antiquity: “‘so that those doctors who speak of this 
matter, have had various opinions about it.’ Some saw there 
was no reason for it, and that it was perfectly precarious and 
ungrounded ; but others thought it necessary to defend their 
communion in one kind. Bellarmine himself owns, that “ this 
is not so certain, for divers have different sentiments con- 
cerning it; neither does the Council openly define it.’{ But 
de Meaux has done it very positively and definitively, contrary 
to many learned men in his own Church, and without any 
warrant from the Council of Trent, or any other. 

Secondly, To make the whole grace, and virtue, and entire 
fruit of the sacrament to be given by one species, is to render 
the other wholly useless and superfluous as to the conveying 
any real virtue or benefit to him that receives it. When the 
priest has taken the species of bread, and has by that fully 
received the whole grace and entire fruit of the sacrament, 
what can he further receive by the cup, and what benefit can he 
have by it? De Meaux will by no means “ have the effect of the 
body suspended till the blood is received ;” § though Bellarmine 
is willing it should :|| but if it be so to the priests, why may 
it not likewise to the people? And if the priests receive any 


* Difficilis sane questio, propterea quod ex antiquis quicquam vix 
habemus unde possimus eam decidere. Salmer. de Euch. 

+ Ut propterea Doctores, qui de hac re loquuti sunt, in varias iverint 
sententias. Ib. 

{ Hee propositio non est adeo certa—de hac enim varie sentiunt 
Theologi, neque Concilium eam aperte definire videtur. Bellar. de Euch. 
[l. 4. c. 23. ut supra, p. 389. col. 1.] 
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benefit by the cup, which they would not have without it, why 
may not the people also? For they have not yet declared, 
that I know of, that the priest is to receive more grace by the 
sacrament than the people: what a mere empty cup must the 
priest then receive, void of all grace and virtue, after he has 
taken the species of bread, which has before given him the 
whole and entire fruit and grace of the sacrament, to which 
the cup can add nothing at all? It must be then as utterly 
fruitless to him, as the wine of ablution is to the laity ; and if it 
be so inconsiderable, they need not, methinks, be so afraid of 
the laymen’s spilling it, or dipping their beards and whiskers 
in it. But it is still the very natural and true blood of Christ ; 
ifit be so, it is strange that it should have no true and essential 
virtue belonging to it; surely Christ’s blood is never without 
that, nor ought any to have so mean and low an opinion of it. 
Why did Christ give the cup to the Apostles, as part of the 
sacrament, if they had received the whole grace and virtue of 
the sacrament before? And if “so soon as they had received his 
body, at the same instant they received the whole grace that 
accompanied that,’ and his blood too? Christ, if he did not 
suspend the effect of the blood till it was taken, must have 
prevented it, and given it before it was. Christ no doubt 
might have given the whole grace and effect of the sacrament 
by one species, if he had pleased; but if he had done that 
he would not have given the other, nor should we have had 
two species instituted by him, if he had restrained the effect 
of those two, to one only. When Christ has appoimted two, 
and gave two himself, for men to come and argue that one 
alone may give the whole good of both, because ‘‘ the grace of 
both is the same, and inseparable from either, and because 
Christ did not suspend the effect of one till he gave the other, 
and that it is impossible he should separate the effect of his 
blood from that of his body ;” this is to argue at all adventures 
against what is known, from what is secret and uncertain, 
against the plain will of Christ from his power, and against 
what he has done from what he might do, and is to set up a 
precarious and ungrounded hypothesis of our own, from the 
nature of the thmg, when the thing itself is purely arbitrary 
and positive, and depends wholly upon Christ’s will and 
pleasure. If Christ himself has appointed two species in the 
sacrament to convey the whole and entire virtue of the sacra- 
ment to worthy receivers, as he seems plainly to have done by 
instituting both, and giving both to his Apostles, and com- 
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manding both: how groundless and arrogant is it in any to 
Say, that one is sufficient to give this, and that both are not 
necessary to this end; without knowing any thing further of 
Christ’s will about it; and when they believe, as de Meaux 
does,* “that Jesus Christ has equally instituted both parts ;” 
yet notwithstanding, to make one unnecessary to the giving 
any real virtue and benefit, and to dare to affirm, as de Meaux 
does,+ “that the receiving the blood is not necessary for the 
grace of the sacrament, or the ground of the mystery.” 

Let me then ask, what it is necessary for, and why it was 
equally instituted with the other? De Meaux gives nota plain 
answer to that, but tells us, that “the eucharist has another 
quality,” namely, “ that of a sacrifice ;”’t and for this reason, 
*‘ both species are always consecrated, that so they may be 
offered to God, and a more lively representation may be made of 
Christ’s death.”’ But this is no answer to the question, for 
I do not ask why they are necessary as the eucharist is a sacri- 
fice, which it is not in a proper sense, though it be not my 
business to shew that here, but as it is a sacrament; why did 
Christ institute both species in the eucharist, as it is a sacra- 
ment ? And why did he give both species to his Apostles? He 
did not give these to them as a sacrifice ; for as such, if it 
were so, it was to be only offered up to God; but he gave 
both the species to his disciples ; and why did he do this, if 
the whole grace and virtue of the sacrament was given by one? 
And why does the priest receive both, as well as offer both to 
God? He does not receive them as a sacrifice, but as a sacra- 
ment : and why is the sumption of both necessary to him, as 
the eucharist is a sacrament ; which Bellarmine says it is, upon 
that very account ;§ if the taking of one be sufficient to 
convey the whole grace and virtue of both, and the other be 
not necessary for this end? All these questions will return 
upon de Meaux though the eucharist were a sacrifice; and as 
to that, I shall only ask him this question, whether Christ did 
as truly and properly offer up his body and blood as a sacrifice 
to God, when he instituted this sacrament, as he did upon 
the cross? If he did, and therefore two species were necessary 
(though if his body and blood be both together in one, that 
might be sufficient), why needed,he then to have afterwards 
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offered up himself upon the cross, when he had as truly 
offered up his body and blood before in the eucharist ¢ 

If two species are necessary to make a full representation of 
Christ’s death, and to preserve a perfect image of his sacrifice 
upon the cross, and by the mystical separation of his body and 
blood in the eucharist, to represent how they were really 
separated at his death; why are they not then necessary, as 
de Meaux says they are not, to the ground of the mystery? Is 
not the eucharist as it is a sacrament, designed to do all this, 
and to be such a remembrance of Christ, and a “‘ shewing forth 
the Lord’s death till he come,” as the Scripture speaks? And 
do they not in great measure destroy this, by giving the sacra- 
ment in one kind, without this mystical separation of Christ’s 
body and blood ; and without preserving such a sacramental 
representation of it asChrist has appointed? But, says de Meaux, 
‘the ultimate exactness of representation is not requisite.”* 
This I confess, for then the eating the flesh and drinking the 
blood of a man, as some heretics did of an infant, might 
more exactly represent than bread and wine ; but such a repre- 
sentation as Christ himself has appointed and commanded, 
this is requisite: and when he can prove that Christ has com- 
manded immersion in baptism to represent the cleansing of the 
soul, as he has done taking bread broken and wine poured out 
in the eucharist, to represent his death, I will own that to be 
requisite in answer to his §. 11. there ought to be also an 
expression of the grace of the sacrament, which is not 
found in one species alone, for that is not a full ex- 
pression of our perfect nourishment both by meat and 
drink ; and if the sacraments only exhibit what they represent, 
which is an axiom of the Schoolmen ; then as one kind repre- 
sents our spiritual nourishment imperfectly, so it exhibits it im- 
perfectly ; but however, if the whole grace and virtue of the . 
sacrament be given by one species, the other must be wholly 
superfluous and unnecessary as to the inward effect, and so it 
must be but a mere significant sign, void of all grace, as 
de Meaux indeed makes it, though the name of a sign, as 
applied to the sacrament, is so hard to go down with them at 
other times, when he says of the species of wine, that “ the 
whole fruit of the sacrament is given without it, and that this 
can add nothing thereunto, but only a more full expression of 
the same mystery.’ 

II. The second question I proposed to consider, was, 
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whether one species containing both Christ’s body and blood 
by the doctrine of transubstantiation, and consequently the 
person of Christ whole and entire by the doctrine of concomi- 
tancy, do not contain and give whole Christ, and so the whole 
substance and thing signified of the sacrament ? This de Meaux 
and all of them plead, that “each species contains Jesus Christ 
whole and entire ;* so that we have in his flesh his blood, and 
in his blood his flesh, and in either of the two his person whole 
and entire, and in both the one and the other his blessed soul 
with his divinity, whole and entire, so that there is in either of 
the species the whole substance of the sacrament, and together 
with that substance the whole essential virtue of the eucharist,” + 
according to these principles of the Roman Church. I am 
not here to dispute against those, nor to shew the false- 
ness and unreasonableness of that which is the ground of them, 
and which if it be false destroys all the rest, I mean transub- 
stantiation, whereby they suppose the bread to be turned into 
the very natural body of Christ, with flesh, bones, nerves, and 
all other parts belonging to it, and the wine to be turned into 
the very natural substance of his blood; and since this flesh is 
not a dead flesh, it. must have the blood joined with it, and 
even the very soul and divinity of Christ, which is always 
hypostatically united to it, and so does necessarily accompany 
it; and the body with Christ’s soul and divinity, must thus 
likewise ever accompany his blood; to which prodigious 
doctrine of theirs, as it relates to the communion in one kind, 
I have these things to say: 

1. It does so confound the two species, and make them to be 
one and the same thing, that it renders the distinct consecra- 
tion of them to be not only impertinent but senseless ; for to 
what purpose, or with what sense can the words of consecration 
be said over the bread, “this is my body?” and those again 
over the wine, ‘‘this is my blood :” if upon the saying of them by 
the priest the bread does immediately become both the body and 
blood of Christ, and the wine both his blood and his body too ? 
This is to make the bread become the same thing with the 
wine, and the wine the same thing with the bread, and to make 
only the same thing twice over, and to do that again with one 
form of words which was done before with another ; for upon 
repeating the words, “‘this is my body,” Christ’s body and blood 
are both of them immediately and truly present; and when 
they are so, what need is there of the other form, “this is my 
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blood,”’ to make the same thing present again which was truly 
present before? It matters not at all in this case, whether 
they be present by virtue of the consecration, or by virtue of 
concomitancy ; for if they be truly present once, what need 
they be present again, if they become the same thing after the 
first form of consecration which they do after the second? Why 
do they become the same thing twice? or what need is there of 
another form of words, to make the wine become that which 
the bread was before ? They hold it indeed to be sacrilege not to 
consecrate both the species, but I cannot see, according to this 
principle of theirs, why the consecrating of one species should 
not be sufficient, when upon the consecration of that it imme- 
diately becomes both Christ’s body and blood, and what 
reason is there for making the same body and blood over again 
by another consecration? 'They might if they pleased say over 
the bread alone, hoc est corpus meum, et hoc est sanguis meus, 
“this is my body, and this is my blood,” for they believe 
it is so upon the saying those words, hoc est corpus meum, 
‘this is my body.”? Andif it besoas soon as the words are 
pronounced, they may as truly affirm it to be both as one : what 
does it signify to say, they are both present by concomitancy ? 
Does not concomitancy always go along with the consecration ? 
Is there any space between the consecration and the concomi- 
tancy? Is not the one as quick and sudden as the other? And can 
it be said over the species of bread, ‘this is my body,” before 
it can be as truly said, “this is my blood?’ Why therefore 
may not they be both said together? Nay, it may be as truly said 
by virtue of this doctrine, not only, this is my body and blood, 
but this is my soul and my divinity: for though they will 
not say it is made all those, yet it becomes all those, and truly 
is all those by this concomitancy upon the consecration, and it 
may be said to be all those as soon as it is consecrated, and at 
the same time that those words are spoke. 

There being a distinct consecration of Christ’s body and 
blood in the sacrament, if Christ’s body and blood be really 
present there by virtue of the words of consecration, yet 
they ought to be as distinctly present as they are distinctly 
consecrated, that is, the body present in the species of bread, 
and the blood in the species of wine, for else they are not 
present according to the consecration ; so that this concomi- 
taney by which they are present together, does quite spoil the 
consecration by which they are present asunder, and so con- 
founds the two species as to make them become both the same 
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thing, after they are consecrated, and renders the consecration 
of one of them to be without either use or sense. 

2. It makes the distinct sumption of both the species to be 
vain and unnecessary to any persons, to the priests, or to any 
others to whom the Pope has sometimes granted them, and 
even to the Apostles and all the first Christians, who received 
both: for if the one contains the very same thing with the 
other, and gives the very same thing, what need is there of 
having or of taking both, that is, of taking the very same 
thing twice over at the same time? If one species contain 
Jesus Christ whole and entire, his body, blood, soul, and 
divinity, and all these are given by one species, “‘ what can be 
desired more,” as de Meaux says, ‘‘ than Jesus Christ himself ?” 
And what then can the other species give but the same thing ? 
Is Jesus Christ with whole humanity and divinity to be thus 
taken over and over, and to be taken twice at the same time? 
If he be, why not several times more, and if he were so, this 
might be done by taking several times the same species, since 
one species contains the same as both, even the whole sub- 
stance, and the whole essential effect of the sacrament, and 
the very person of Jesus Christ himself. This does so alter 
the nature of the sacrament, by which we have a continual 
nourishment conveyed to our souls, and receive the grace and 
spirit of Christ by fresh and daily recruits, and in several 
measures and degrees every time we communicate, that it 
makes it not only to no purpose for any person to take more 
than one species at once, but to take the sacrament more than 
once all his whole life; for what need he desire more, who 
has received ‘‘ together with the humanity of Jesus Christ, his 
divinity also whole and entire ?’’* And if he has received that 
once, there is no reason for receiving it again, for this, as it 
renders the grace and substance of the sacrament indivisible, as 
de Meaux often pleads, so it renders it infinite, to which no- 
thing can be ever added by receiving it never so often ; and if 
we thus make this sacrament to give the very body and blood 
of Christ, and so the whole and entire person of Christ and 
his whole humanity, and his whole divinity, instead of giving 
the spiritual graces and virtues of Christ’s body and blood, we 
then make every communicant to receive all that by one single 
communion, which he can ever receive by never so many 
thousands, and we make all persons to receive this alike, how 
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ever different the preparations and dispositions of their minds 
are, and even the most wicked and vile wretches must receive, 
not only Christ’s body and blood, but even his soul, and his 
divinity, and his whole and entire person ; for though the 
spiritual graces and virtues may be given in different measures 
and degrees, and in different proportions, according to the 
capacity of the receiver, yet the humanity and divinity of 
Christ, which is whole and entire in each species, never can, 
Thirdly, If Christ’s body and blood were thus always joined 
together in the sacrament, aud were both contained in one 
species, yet this would not be a true sacramental reception of 
them, for to make that, they ought to be taken as separate 
and divided from one another, his body from his blood, and 
his blood from his body, and not as conjoined or mixed toge- 
ther; this was the way and manner which Christ himself 
appointed, and this is the only way by which we can be said to 
eat his body and to drink his blood; and as they own they 
ought to be thus consecrated, so they ought also to be thus 
received ; for I cannot understand why they might not be as 
well consecrated together as reeeived together, and why it 
would not be as true a sacrament with such a consecration as 
with such a sumption; nay, I think the consecration this way 
would have more sense in it than the sumption, for it is no- 
thing so odd and strange, to suppose the bread to be turned 
into the body and blood of Christ, as to suppose, that by 
eating that we both eat the body and drink the blood of 
Christ ; to make eating and drinking the same thing, or to say 
we drink by eating, and eat by drinking, are very unaccount- 
able and unintelligible expressions, so that concomitancy does 
wholly confound those two sacramental phrases and sacramen- 
tal actions. ‘ But is it not enough,” says de Meaux,* “for a 
Christian to receive Jesus Christ? Is it not a sacrament where 
Jesus Christ is pleased to be in person?” But Jesus Christ 
is not received in the sacrament in any other manner but by 
receiving his body and blood, nor is it his person he bids us 
receive, but his body and blood, and the way by which we are 
to receive them is by eating the one and drinking the 
other, and we cannot be properly said to do that, or to receive 
Christ, or his body and blood sacramentally, but this way : 
though the body and blood of Christ therefore should be both 
in one species, and both received by one species, yet this 
would not be the eating the body and the drinking the blood ; 
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for as one of their own popes, Innocent III. says, and Duran- 
dus from him, “ Neither is the blood drank under the species of 
bread, nor the body under the species of wine; for as the 
blood is not eaten nor the body drank, so neither is drank 
under the species of bread, nor eat under the species of wine.” * 
And therefore though they should be both received according 
to them by one species, yet they would not be both eat and 
drank, that is, received sacramentally ; eating and drinking 
are distinct things, and both belong to the sacrament ; and 
though eating and drinking spiritually be, as de Meaux says, 
the same thing,+ and ‘‘ both the one and the other is to be- 
lieve :” yet eating and drinking sacramentally are not, but are 
to be two distinct outward actions that are to go along in the 
sacrament with our inward faith. 

This doctrine of concomitancy, and of receiving the body 
and blood of Christ together in that gross manner which is 
believed in the Roman Church, does quite spoil the sacramen- 
tal reception of Christ’s body and blood; for according to 
that, they can never be received separate and apart, no, not 
by the two species, but they must be always received together 
in either of them ; so that though by the institution the species 
of bread seems particularly to contain, or rather give the body, 
and the species of wine the blood, and as St. Paul says,f ‘‘ The 
cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the 
blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the com- 
munion of the body of Christ ?’ Yet hereby either of them is 
made the communion of both, and it is made impossible to 
receive them asunder, as Christ instituted and appointed, and 
as is plainly implied by eating and drinking, and seems to be 
the very nature of a sacramental reception: but 

Fourthly, This concomitancy makes us to receive Christ’s 
body and blood, not as sacrificed and shed for us upon the 
cross, but as they are now living and both joined together in 
heaven; whereas Christ’s body and blood is given in the 
sacrament, not as in the state of life and glory, but as under 
the state of death, for so he tells us, “This is my body which 
is given for you,” that is, to God as a sacrifice and oblation, 
and, “This is my blood which is shed for the remission of 
sins.” So that we are to take Christ’s body in the sacrament 
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as it was crucified for us and offered up upon the cross, and 
his blood as it was shed and poured out, not as joined with 
his body, but as separated from it ; the virtue of Christ’s body 
and blood cometh from his death, and from its being a sacri- 
fice which was slain, and whose blood was poured out for to 
make expiation for our sins, and as such we are to take Christ’s 
body and blood, that is, the virtue and benefits of them in the 
sacrament: for as de Meaux says,* “This body and this 
blood with which he nourisheth and quickeneth us, would not 
have the virtue if they had not been once actually separated, 
and if this separation had not caused the violent death of our 
Saviour, by which he became our victim.” So neither will it 
have that virtue in the sacrament if the body be not taken as 
broken and sacrificed, and the blood as shed or poured out, 
and both as separated from one another: de Meaux owns, 
“We ought to have our living victim under an’ image of 
death, otherwise we should not be enlivened.”+ I do not 
well understand the meaning of a “living victim,” for though 
Christ who was our victim is alive, yet he was a victim only 
as he died ; so that a living victim is perhaps as improper a 
phrase as a dead animal. If we are to receive Christ then in 
the sacrament as a victim or sacrifice, we are to receive him not 
as livmg but as dead; I would not have de Meaux, or any else 
mistake me, as if I asserted that we received a dead body, “a 
dead flesh, a carcase,’’ as he calls it,t in the sacrament, for he 
knows we do not believe that we receive any real flesh, or any 
proper natural body at all, but only the mystical or sacramental 
body of Christ, or to speak plainer, the true and real virtue of 
Christ’s body and blood offered for us; and we are not only 
to have this under an image of death, that is, to have the two 
species set before us to look upon, but we are to receive it 
under this image, and to eat the body as broken, and the 
blood as poured out, and so to partake of Christ’s death in 
the very partaking of the sacrament. De Meaux speaks very 
well, when he says,§ ‘The virtue of Christ’s body and his 
blood coming from his death, he would conserve the image of 
his death, when he gave us them in his holy supper, and by 
so lively a representation keep us always in mind of the cause 
of our salvation, that is to say, the sacrifice of the cross.” But 
how is this image of his death conserved in his holy supper, if 
Christ be there given not as dead but living? Concomitancy 
does rather mind us of Christ’s resurrection, when his body 
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was made alive again and reunited to his soul and to his 
divinity, than of his death when it was divided and separated 
from them ; and it makes us not to partake of Christ’s body 
as crucified upon the cross, but as glorified in heaven ; as it is 
so indeed, Christ’s body cannot be divided from his blood, 
and his whole humanity, soul and body, are always united 
with his divinity ; but we do not take it as such in the sacra- 
ment, but as his body was sacrificed, and slain, and wounded, 
and his blood as shed and separated from it. 

They who can think of a crucified Saviour, may think of 
receiving him thus in the sacrament without horror ; de Meaux 
owns, that this mystical separation of Christ’s body and blood 
ought to be in the eucharist as it is a sacrifice :* and why not 
then as it is a sacrament? Is there any more horror to have 
Christ’s body thus consecrated, than thus eaten and received ? 
«The words of consecration,” he says, ‘do renew mystically, 
as by a spiritual sword, together with all the wounds he re- 
ceived in his body, the total effusion of his blood.’+ Why 
may we not then receive Christ’s body as thus wounded, and 
his blood as thus poured out, in this mystical table? And 
why must concomitancy join those together which consecration 
has thus separated and divided? Christ’s body and blood, we 
say, ought to be thus mystically separated in the sacramental 
reception of them, and so ought to be taken separately 
and. distinctly ; they own they ought to be thus mystically 
separated in the consecration, though how that consists 
with concomitancy is hard to understand; but whatever 
they have to say against the separating them in the recep- 
tion, may be as well said against their separating them in 
the consecration ; “Is Christ then divided? Is his body then 
despoiled of blood? And blood actually separated from the 
body? Ought Christ to die often, and often to shed his 
blood? A thing unworthy the glorious state of his resurrec- 
tion, where he ought to conserve eternally human nature as 
entire as he had at first assumed it.”’t{ Why do they then 
make this separation of his body and blood when they conse- 
crate it? If that be only mystical and representative, so is it 
in our reception much better, for we do not pretend to receive 
Christ’s natural body and blood, as they do to consecrate them, 
but only his mystical body and blood, which is always to con- 
serve this figure of death, and the character of a victim; not 
only when it is consecrated, but when it is eaten and drank, 
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which it cannot otherwise be. It is this error of receiving 
Christ’s natural body in the sacrament, which has led men 
into all those dark mazes and labyrinths wherein they have 
bewildered and entangled themselves in this matter, and so by 
applying all the properties of Christ’s natural body to his mys- 
tical body in the sacrament, they have run themselves into 
endless difficulties, and destroyed the very notion, as well as 
the nature of the sacrament. 

The third principle of Monsieur de Meaux is this : “that the 
law ought to be explained by constant and perpetual practice.” 
But cannot then a law of God be so plain and clear as to be 
very well known and understood by all those to whom it is 
given, without being thus explained? Surely so wise a law- 
giver as our blessed Saviour, would not give a law to all 
Christians that was not easy to be understood by them; it 
cannot be said without great reflection upon his infinite wisdom, 
that his laws are so obscure and dark, as they are delivered by 
himself, and as they are necessary to be observed by us, that 
we cannot know the meaning of them without a further expli- 
cation: if constant and perpetual practice be necessary to 
explain the law, how could they know it, or understand it, to 
whom it was first given, and who were first to observe it before 
there was any such practice to explam it by? This practice 
must begin somewhere, and the law of Christ must be known 
to those who begun it, antecedent to their own practice: there 
may be great danger if we make practice to be the rule of the 
law, and not the law the rule of practice, and God’s law may 
be very fairly explained away, if they are left wholly to the 
mercy of men to explain them: for thus it was the Pharisees, 
who were tne great men of old for tradition, did thereby 
reject and lay aside the commandment of God, by making 
tradition explain it contrary to its true sense and meaning. 
This principle therefore of Monsieur de Meaux’s, must not be 
admitted without some caution, and though we are well 
assured of constant and perpetual practice for communion in 
one kind; yet the law of Christ is so clear as not to need 
that to explam it, and we may know what appertains or 
does not appertain to the substance of the sacraments from 
the law itself, and from the Divine institution of them, as I 
have all along shewn in this treatise. | nx 

It would have been a great reflection upon the Church, if 
its practice had not agreed with the law of Christ, though so 
plain and express a law ought neither to lose its force nor its 
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meaning by any subsequent practice ; I have so great.a regard 
and honour for the catholic Church, that I do not believe it 
can be guilty of any practice so contrary to the law of Christ, 
as communion in one kind ; and I have therefore fully shewn, 
that its practice has always agreed with this law, in opposition 
to de Meaux, who falsely reproaches the Church with} a 
practice contrary to it ; his design was to destroy the law of 
Christ by the practice of the Church; mine is to defend the 
practice of the Church as agreeable to, and founded upon the 
law of Christ; but the law of Christ ought to take place, and 
is antecedent both’ to the Church’s practice and the Church’s 
authority : as to tradition, which was the main thing which 
de Meaux appealed to, I have joined issue with him in that 
point, and must leave it to those who are able to judge which 
of us have given in the better evidence; and I do not doubt 
but we may venture the cause upon the strength of that; but 
there is another more considerable plea, which is prior to 
tradition, and which, as de Meaux owns,* ‘‘is the necessary 
ground work of it,”’ and thatis Scripture, or the command and 
institution of Christ contained in Scripture, which is so plain 
and manifest, that it may be very well understood by all 
without the help of tradition; I do not therefore make any 
manner of exceptions to tradition in this case, only I would 
set it in its right place, and not found the law of Christ upon 
tradition, but tradition upon the law of Christ, and I am 
willing to admit it as far as de Meaux pleases, with this 
reasonable proviso, that it does not interpret us out of a plain 
law, nor make void any command of God that may be known 
without it; I have therefore prevented de Meaux in all he 
brings for tradition and the practice of the Church, unless he 
will lay so great stress upon that, as to make it null, and 
supersede a Divine law; nor am I at allconcerned in all the 
instance she brings for it out of the Old and New Testament ;+ 
unless he can bring one to prove, that either the Jewish 
Synagogue or the Christian Church, did ever make void a 
Divine law by a contrary practice and tradition of their own; 
I can never allow any Church to have a power and authority 
to do this, and I am willing to allow it all authority that is 
kept within those bounds. It was boldly and openly done 
indeed by the Council of Constance, when it owned, that 
Christ instituted the sacrament and administered it to his 
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disciples under both kinds,* and that the faithful received it 
under both kinds in the Primitive Church: yet to command it 
under one by its own power and authority, and by its own 
prerogative to givea non obstante to Christ’s institution ; this 
was done like those that had a sufficient plenitude of power, and 
were resolved to let the world see they had so, and that 
Christ’s own institution was to give way to it; they had not 
then found out the more sly and shifting subtleties that Christ 
gave the cup to his disciples only as priests, and made them 
priests just after the givmg them the bread; this was a late 
invention found out since that Council, by some more timorous 
and wary sophisters, who were afraid of setting up the 
Church’s power against a Divine institution ; neither did they 
then offer to justify the communion in one kind by the 
tradition and practice of the Primitive Church, as de Meaux 
and others have done since, but they plainly gave up this, 
and only made a late custom, which was afterwards troduced, 
to become a law by virtue of their present power, notwith- 
standing the institution of Christ and the practice of the 
Primitive Church to the contrary: here the case truly lies, 
though de Meaux is willing to go off from it, there must be a 
power in the Church to void a Divine institution, and to null a 
law of Christ, which can be no other than an antichristian 
power in the strictest sense, which may by the same reason take 
away all the positive laws of Christianity, or else communion 
in one kind is not to be maintained; and this power must be 
in a particular present Church, in opposition to the primitive 
and universal, or else this communion is not to be maintained 
in the Church of Rome. De Meaux must be driven to defend 
that post which he seems to have quitted and deserted, or else 
he can never defend his half-communion, which is contrary, as 
I have proved, and as the Council of Constance owns, to the 
institution of Christ, and to the practice of the Primitive 
Church. The new out-work he has raised from tradition, in 
which he puts all the forces of his book, and the main strength 
of his cause; this I have not beat down or destroyed, but 
taken from him; and this cause can never hold out upon his 
own principles of tradition and the practice of the Church, 


* Licet Christus post coenam instituerit et suis Discipulis administra- 
verit sub utraque specie panis et vini hoc venerabile Sacramentum—Et 
similiter quod licet in primitiva Ecclesia hujusmodi Sacramentum recipe- 
retur a fidelibus sub utraque specie. Concil. Constant. Sess. 11. [Sess. 
13. vol, 12. p. 100. Lut. Par. 1672. ] 


————————————— eee 


COMMUNION IN ONE KIND. 29 


which is a very strong battery ‘against it, as I have largely 
shewn; so that all that he says for tradition is in vain, and to 
no purpose, since this tradition he pleads for is utterly against 
him, and if it were‘never so much for him, yet no tradition 
can take away a divine law. 

He seems to own, and I think he dare not expressly deny, 
that what is essential to the sacraments, or belongs to the 
‘substance of them, cannot be taken away by tradition or the 
power of the Church ; but he utterly destroys this by making 
only tradition and the practice of the Church to determine 
what is thus essential to the sacraments; for if nothing be 
essential but what is made so by them, and may be known by 
them, then they have a power to make or to alter even the very 
essentials of the sacrament, which are hereby made wholly to 
depend upon the Church and tradition: we are willing to 
own that nothing is unalterable in the sacraments, but what is 
essential to them, and that all other indifferent things belong- 
ing to them, may be altered by the Church, or by tradition ; 
but then we say, that what is essential is fixed and known by 
the institution, and by a divine law, antecedent to tradition ; 
and if it were not so, then there were nothing essential in the 
sacraments at all, but all would be indifferent, and all would 
depend upon tradition and the Church’s power ; and then to 
what purpose is it to say, that the Church has power only in 
the accidentals, and may alter whatever is not essential, or 
belongs not to the substance of the sacraments? This only 
shews that they are ashamed to speak out, and they dare not 
but grant. with one hand, that which they are forced to take 
away with another ; they dare not openly say that the Church 
has power over the essentials of the sacraments ; but yet they 
say, that there are no essentials but what are made and 
declared to be so by the Church: so the strait they are in 
obliges them in effect to revoke their own concessions, and 
truth makes them say that which their cause forces them to 
unsay again, and they are put upon those things in their own 
necessary defence, which amount in the whole to a contra- 
diction. 

If the Bishop of Meaux can shew us, that any Divine insti- 
tution was ever altered by the Jewish or Christian Church, or 
any law of God relating to practice and ceremony was ever 
taken away by a contrary practice and tradition, then he says 
something to the purpose, of communion in one kind; but if 
the many instances which he brings for tradition out of the Old 
and New Testament, do none of them do this, they are then 
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useless and insufficient, they fall short of what they ought to 
prove, and come not up to the question in hand, but are wholly 
vain and insignificant, and to shew they are so, I shall reduce 
them to these following heads : 

1. They chiefly relate to the Church’s power in appointing 
and determining several things which are left indifferent and 
undetermined by the law of God; and here we acknowledge 
the Church to have a proper power, and that it may oblige 
even in conscience to many things, to which we are not obliged 
by the law of God; and may determine many things for the 
sake of peace and uniformity in divine worship, which are not so 
precisely determined by God himself. Thus the Jewish Church 
might settle the time of vespers, on which their sabbaths and 
feasts were to begin, the evening being to them the beginning 
of the next day; so they might appoint also the manner of 
observing the new moons: thus they might also settle the 
times of the three sacrifices, the Daily, the Sabbatical, and the 
Paschal, when they were all to be offered the same day upon 
one altar; and determine which of them should be offered first, 
though God himself had not determined it: but could they 
take away any one of these sacrifices which God had com- 
manded, upon a pretence that the others were sufficient without 
it? Could they have neglected either the new moons or the 
evening oblations which God had appointed, because they 
might appoint what God had not done, namely, the 
manner of observing them? Because they could regulate. 
several things relating to the law, and necessary to the 
observance of it, which God had not determined; could they 
therefore void the law itself, or transgress and violate it 
in any of those things which God had particularly appointed ? 
Thus the Christian Church may order many things relating to 
divine worship, and even to the sacraments themselves, which 
no law of Christ has ordered or determined, as the time, the 
place, the outward form and manner of administering them ; 
and yet these, as de Meaux says, are absolutely necessary for 
the observation of the divine law; which cannot be observed 
without some of those circumstances. Thus as to baptism, it 
may appoint it to be performed by sprinkling or dipping, 
because neither of those are commanded by the word baptize, 
but only washing with water, as I have shewn before against 
de Meaux ; but to do this in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, is absolutely necessary, because this is commanded, 
though whether with that form, “ I baptize thee,” or, “Be thou 
baptized,” which is used in the Greck Church, is indifferent. 
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Thus as to the eucharist, the Church may command it to be 
taken kneeling or standing, which was an ancient posture of 
receiving it ; it may use such a form of words in the consecrat- 
ing the elements, and in blessing the bread and wine, or 
- another; for it is plain, one was not always used, and St. 
Gregory tells us, that ‘‘ the Apostles consecrated only with the 
Lord’s Prayer.”* It may use such a sort of bread and wine, 
or another, for no particular sort is commanded ; but it 
is necessary to bless and to give both, because both are 
instituted and both are commanded, and the ministers, 
who are the “stewards of the mysteries of God,’+ these 
alone have the ordinary power of blessing and distributing to the 
people, but they may do this by the hands of the deacons, or 
by suffering the people to take them and divide them among 
themselves: such things as these, which de Meaux offers to us 
as great difficulties, are only indifferent things left undeter- 
mined by the divine law, in which the Church has a power to 
appoint what it thinks most proper for decency and order and 
edification ; and thus the greatest knots with which he designed 
to entangle us, are easily resolved and untied, and yet not any 
of the divine laws are in the least loosened or dissolved. One of 
the greatest things he urges for the necessity of tradition and the 
practice of the Church, is the baptism of infants, for which he 
says we can produce nothing from Scripture, but must be forced 
to resolve it wholly into tradition; as to that I am not willing 
to begin another controversy with him here, and therefore shall 
only send him to Bellarmine for his satisfaction, who proves 
infant baptism from Scripture{ as well as from tradition, and 
says, “it may be clearly gathered from Scripture itself.’ § 
But if it were not, does it follow, because the Church may 
make a law which is not contained in Scripture, that therefore 
it may break a law which is? And because it may appoint 
some things which God has left indifferent, that therefore it 
may forbid what he has absolutely commanded ? 

2. Other instances produced by de Meaux, relate not only 
‘to matters ecclesiastical, but to those that were civil, or at 
least mixed, and so belonging to the power of the magistrate, 
as the Lex Talionis, and the prohibition of marriage with the 
Moabites and Ammonites: the civil magistrate was to see all 
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possible justice done by the one, according to God’s own com: 
mand ; and it was a commendable act in him to prevent all 
mischief that might have come by the other, though this was 
done without a divine precept, by a general power vested in the 
magistrate, or a particular and immediate direction, perhaps 
given by God to Esdras and Nehemiah: but how these can 
any way serve de Meaux I cannot imagine, in the present 
controversy, unless he would prove the magistrate not bound 
to execute the Lex Talionis at all, or that the Jews might have 
dispensed with the lawin Deuteronomy, which forbade marriages 
with the Canaanites, because upon the same ground and reason | 
they forbade those also with the Ammonites and Moabites after- 
wards. 

3. Some cases he mentions were excused upon the account 
of necessity, which when it is notorious and unavoidable, dis- 
penses with a positive law. Thus David’s eating the shew- 
bread, which it was not lawful but for the priests ordinarily to 
eat, is approved by our Saviour, Matth. xii. 4, not upon the 
account of tradition, or the judgment of the high-priest, but 
the extreme hunger which he and his companions were then 
pressed with, and which made it lawful for them to eat of the 
hallowed bread, when there was no other to be procured: but 
did this make it lawful afterwards for the high-priest or the 
Sanhedrim, to have made the holy bread always common to 
others when there was no such necessity? Thus if some 
Christians lived in a country where it was impossible to have 
any wine, this might excuse them from taking the cup, but 
does this justify the making a general law to take away the 
cup when there is no such necessity for it? and the same may 
be said of many other like instances. 

4. In other cases, when a law was founded upon a particular 
reason, the ceasing of that made the law to cease, which was 
wholly grounded upon it, as in the prohibition of eating blood, 
and things strangled, and meats offered to idols, this being to 
avoid giving any scandal to the Jews at that time, when the 
reason of it ceased, so did the law; and it is not so much tradi- 
tion which makes it void, as those general sayings of Christ and 
the Apostle, that ‘‘ nothing which enters in at the mouth defiles 
the man ;” and ‘‘ that whatever is sold in the shambles may 
be eat, without asking any question for conscience sake.” 

As to the Jews defending themselves upon the Sabbath, on 
which they were commanded so strictly to rest, it was both 
necessity and the reason of the law which made this justifiable, 
and not any tradition or any sentence of the Sanhedrim; and 
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our Saviour, when he blames their superstitious observance of 
the Sabbath, does not reprove them for keeping it as it was 
commanded, or otherwise than tradition had explained it, but 
contrary to the true reason and meaning of it, and to the true 
mind and will of the Lawgiver. 

As to the Christians’ changing the Sabbath into the first day 
of the week, this was not done by tradition, but by the Apos- 
tolical authority ; and whatever obligation there may be ante- 
cedent to the law of Moses for observing one day in seven, it 
can never be proved that the Jews observed exactly the seventh 
day from the creation, much less that the Christians are under 
any such obligation now, or I may add, if they were, that tra- 
dition would excuse them from a Divine law. 

All the instances which Monsieur de Meaux heaps up, are 
very short of proving that; and though I have examined every 
one of them, except that pretended Jewish tradition of praying 
for the dead, which is both false and to no purpose, yet it was 
not because there was any strength in them to the maintaining 
his sinking cause, but that I might take away every slender 
prop by which he endeavours in vain to keep it up, and drive 
him out of every little hole in which he strives with so much 
labour to earth himself, when after all his turnings and windings, 
he finds he must be run down. 

If any instance could be found by de Meaux or others, of 
any tradition, or any practice of a Church, contrary to a divine 
institution, and to a plain law of God, they would deserve no 
other answer to be returned to it, but what Christ gave to the 
Pharisees in the like case: ‘“‘ Why do ye also transgress the 
commandment of God by your tradition ?’’* Our Saviour did 
not put the matter upon this issue, whether the tradition by 
which they explained the law, so as to make it of none effect, 
was truly ancient and authentic, and derived to them from their 
forefathers ; but he thought it sufficient to tell them that it 
made void, and was contrary to a Divine law. 

There is no tradition, nor no Church, which has ever broke 
so plain a law, and so shamefully violated a divine institution, 
as that which has set up communion in one kind; the true 
reason why it did so, was not tradition, no, that was not so 
much as pretended at first for the doing of it, but only some 
imaginary dangers and inconveniences, which brought in a 
new custom contrary to ancient tradition ; these were the only 


* Matth. xv. 3. 
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things insisted on in its defence at first, “‘the danger of spillmg 
the wine, and the difficulty of getting it in some places, and the 
indecency of laymen dipping their beards in it :”’ these were 
the mighty reasons which Gerson brought of old against the 
heresy, as he calls it, of “communicating in both kinds ;”* 
as if it were a new heresy to believe that wine might be spilt, 
or that men wore beards, or as if the sacrament were appointed 
only for those countries where there were vines growing. De 
Meaux was very sensible of the weakness and folly of those 
pretences, though they are the pericula and scandala meant by 
the Council of Constance, and therefore he takes very little 
notice of them; and indeed he has quite taken away all their 
arguments against the particular use of the wine, because he 
all along pleads for either of the species, and owns it to be indif- 
ferent which of them soever is used in the sacrament; but I 
have shewn that both of them are necessary to make a true 
sacrament, because both are commanded, and both instituted, 
and both of them equally belong to the matter of the sacra- 
ment, and so to the essence of it, and both areordinarily necessary 
to the receiving the inward grace and virtue of the sacrament, 
because that is annexed to both by the institution, and cannot 
warrantably be expected without both. 

To conclude, therefore, communion in one kind is both con- 
trary to the institution, and to the command of Christ, and to 
the tradition and practice of the Primitive Church, grounded 
upon that command, and is no less in itself than a sacrilegious 
dividing and mangling of the most sacred mystery of Chris- 
tianity, a destroying the very nature of the sacrament, which 
is to represent the death of Christ, and his blood separated 
from his body ; a lessening the signification and reception of 
our complete and entire spiritual nourishment, whereby we are 
sacramentally to eat Christ’s body and drink his blood; an 
unjust depriving the people of that most precious legacy which 
Christ left to all of them, to wit, his sacrificial blood which 
was shed for us, and which it is the peculiar privilege of Chris- 
tians thus mystically to partake of: and lastly, a robbing them 
of that grace, and virtue, and benefit of the sacrament which 
belongs not to any part, but to the whole of it, and cannot 
ordinarily be received without both kinds. Oh! that God would 
therefore put it mto the hearts of those who are most con- 


* Tractatus Magistri Johannis de Gerson contra hzresin de communione 
Laicorum sub utraque specie. 
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cerned, not to do so much injury to Christiansand to Christianity ; 
and not to suffer any longer that divine mystery, which is the 
great foundation of all spiritual grace and life, to be tainted 
and poisoned with so many corruptions as we find it is above 
all other parts of Christianity! And oh! that that blessed sacra- 
ment which was designed by Christ to be the very bond of 
peace, and the cement of unity among all Christians, and to 
make them all one bread and one body, may not by the per- 
verseness of men and the craft of the devil, be made a means 
to divide and separate them from each other, and to break that 
unity and charity which it ought to preserve! 


BOOK IV. 
THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS 


CONFUTED, 


AS TO TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 


A PARAPHRASE WITH NOTES, AND A PREFACE, 
UPON THE 
SIXTH CHAPTER OF ST. JOHN, 


SHEWING, 


That there is neither good reason, nor sufficient authority, to 
suppose that the Eucharist is discoursed of in that chapter, 
much less to infer the doctrine of Transubstantiation from it. 


THE PREFACE. 


« Sir,—It is not for nothing that we are desired to read the 
sixth chapter of St. John every day. I have engaged my 
thoughts with what attention I can, upon those passages be- 
tween the 51st and 61st verses ; and the more I consider them, 
the more favourably they seem to me to look upon that opinion, 
that the very flesh of Christ is eaten inthe sacrament. I know 
not what to say to this, that though the Jews understood 
Christ’s words, of eating his very flesh, and he saw plainly 
enough that they did so; yet he went on in the same train of 
expressions, ‘‘ Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except ye eat the 
flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in 
you.” I know you told me, that these passages are not to be 
interpreted of the sacrament ; and that there is no mention in 
them of any outward and visible signs ; which are necessary to 
a sacrament. But I have heard that the Church always thought 
these words to be spoken of the sacrament. And _ besides, 
though there be no mention of a sacrament, yet if Christ’s 
words enforce this, that the natural substance of his flesh must 
be properly eaten by us, it will follow that it must be thus 
eaten in the sacrament of his body and blood, unless we could 
tell how or where else it 1s to be done. I would be glad to see 
such a paraphrase upon this chapter, as you speak of, which 
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would help to make all appear plain. And it were well if others 
might see it too, and thereby see this at least, that you are so 
well satisfied with your own reasons, that you are not afraid to 
let those judge of them that are otherwise persuaded. 

“Tam, &c.” 


Str,— You are desired to read the sixth chapter of St. John’s 
Gospel every day, and this I doubt not. for the sake of that 
part of it between ver. 51, and ver. 61; which seems to 
require eating the flesh, and drinking the blood of Christ in 
the proper sense. And here I make no question your thoughts 
were closely engaged. But perhaps you have not applied 
that attention to the rest of the chapter, which you gave to 
that part where the difficulty lies, and then no wonder that 
the difficulty still remains. For I beg leave to put you in 
mind once more, that the true sense of those difficult pas- 
sages, as you count them, is to be gained by observing their 
connection with all the rest. And therefore to that request, 
that you would often read the sixth chapter of St. John, 
which I acknowledge to be a reasonable request, I must add 
another as reasonable as that, which is, that you would not 
ouly often read, but likewise often consider the whole chapter, 
and mind our Saviour’s design in it; that you would therefore 
observe what sort of people he had to do with, and what was 
the occasion of this conversation between him and them ; what 
was the fundamental cause of their prejudices against him ; 
and with what arguments and applications he laboured to 
remove those prejudices. 

For you will then find, that they were men whose “ belly was 
their God, and who minded earthly things ;” that they followed 
Christ for the loaves ; that he disappointed their hopes ; that 
they were angry at it, and altered their opinion of him upon 
it; that their earthly-mindedness was the reason why they 
now liked him not, but set themselves to cavil at all his sayings ; 
and to take them off from the cares and pleasures of this pre- 
sent life, he laid before them better and greater things, the 
means and hopes of everlasting life: finally, that he calls 
the means and causes of bettering our minds, and bringing 
us to everlasting life, meat and drink; and our believing 
and obeying his doctrine, eating and drinking. And then, 
if I am not deceived, you will easily acknowledge, that in 
particular he calls the belief of his death and passion for the 
sins of the world, and the saving fruits of that faith, eating his 
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flesh and drinking his blood : and that there is no more reason 
to imagine that his flesh should be eaten, and his blood drank, 
in the proper and corporeal sense, than that he should make 
himself bread to be eaten by us, as we use to eat bread: but 
that there is good reason to understand throughout, by 
that eating and drinking which he required, spiritual actions 
only, which the whole strain of his discourse shews that he 
opposed to that corporeal feeding which they were so imordi- 
nately solicitous for. 

I must for the same reason desire you to mind those plain 
intimations scattered here and there in our Lord’s discourse ; 
by which it is evident what he meant by eating and drinking. 
He saith, ver. 29, ‘Thisis the* work of God, that ye BELIEVE 
on him whom he hath sent;’? which is an interpretation of 
ver. 27,¢ ‘‘ Labour not for the meat that perisheth, but,” “ce. 
Again, ver. 35, ‘* He that BELIEVETH on me, shall never thirst.” 
And again, ver. 47, ‘He that BELInVETH on me hath ever- 
lasting life.”? So likewise ver. 36. and ver. 40. This, I say, is 
fit to be minded. For when not only the occasion he had to 
use these terms of eating and drinking (which was theirfollowing 
him for their bellies), shews these terms to be allusive ; but 
(as if that were not enough) he likewise added now and then 
the plain and proper meaning of those allusions ; it must, I 
think, be a wilful mistake in him that attends to this, to mter- 
pret those expressions as if they were not allusive. 

Nor is this all; for you may please to consider also, that 
when our Saviour found some of his disciples to under- 
stand him as the carnal Jews did, he thought fit, for more 
abundant satisfaction, to explain his meaning once for all, ver. 
62, 63, as you will find by the ensuing paraphrase and notes. 

As for our Saviour’s repeating those expressions at which the 
Jews had already taken offence, you may consider, that ver. 
51, he added that expression of drinking his blood, to that 
of eating his flesh ; which was amore plain intimation 
of that violent death which he was to suffer for us, than that 
former saying, of giving his flesh for the life of the world. 
And so, though he kept still to the allusion, yet he repre- 
sented what kind of death he was to suffer more fully than 
he had done before. But perhaps you are at a loss why he 
continued to speak allusively at all, when he found that he was 
so grossly misunderstood. And then I answer, as I have done 


* tpyov. t epyaZeode. 
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in the notes upon that place, that I am not obliged to say pre- 
cisely what our Saviour’s reason was for that, But, besides 
what you will find there, it may be said, that sometimes it well 
becomes a man of wisdom and authority, when he finds his 
words perverted by cavilling people, to repeat them again, 
and thereby to speak his own assurance, that they did not 
drop unadvisedly from him, and that it is not his own, but his 
hearer’s fault that he is misunderstood. And this is the more 
reasonable to be said in the present case, if the Jews wilfully 
perverted our Saviour’s words to that absurd sense of 
eating his flesh with their teeth, as it is probable they did; and 
that because his expressions were plainly allusive, and because 
also the allusion was now and then explained, as I shewed 
before. What inconvenience is it therefore, to suppose that 
our Lord, perceiving that his divine discourses and exhorta- 
tions had but hardened them into a spirit of contradiction, did 
not think himself bound to use presently the utmost plainness of 
words for the sake of men to whom he had spoken plainly enough 
already, if any good were to be done upon them. But for 
farther satisfaction in this matter, I refer you once more to the 
paraphrase and notes, which are already finished, and where 
some little light is given to those passages which may seem 
obscure ; enough, I hope, to lead you out of all danger of sus- 
pecting those words of our Saviour, ver. 51, &c. do enforce 
that the substance of his flesh must be eaten by us, either in 
or out of the sacrament. 

It seems I told you, that these passages were not to be 
understood of the sacrament; I should have added, that be- 
cause they signify those things which are signified in the 
sacrament, that they may be very aptly applied to the sacra- 
ment, especially in exhortations to devotion: nay, and that 
there are some cases in which a man may argue from the one 
to the other, and some questions to which both the one and the 
other give equal light ; which may very well be, and yet it will 
by no means follow, that these words are primarily to be under- 
stood of the eucharist. And this opinion I cannot deliver up, 
merely because you have heard that the Church always held 
the contrary. No man, I believe, has a greater regard to the 
constant and universal tradition of the Church than myself. 
But then I do not think myself bound to believe that the 
Church has always held this or that, because this and that man 
tells meso. For if a man can speak, and has a cause to serve, 
it is as easy to say, Thus saith the Church, as to say, Thus saith 
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the Scripture. I remember indeed, that our countryman, 
Nicholas Sanders tells us, that* ‘‘to deny these words to be 
understood of the eucharist, is contrary to the instruction and 
authority of all antiquity.” And Maldonate says, thatt “all 
the ancient Fathers acknowledge it.” And others say the 
same thing; and it seems you have heard it. Now this is but 
a custom of speaking, which some men have gotten; for I am 
well assured that all the Fathers were not of their mind. 

Clemens Alexandrinus{ supposes these expressions, to “‘ eat 
the flesh of Christ,’ and to ‘‘ drink his blood,” to be as figur- 
ative as that of St. Paul, “to feed with milk ;” and tells us, 
upon this occasion, that the word is variously allegorized, being 
called meat, and flesh, and nourishment, and bread, and blood, 
and milk; and that “our Lord is all these things for our 
enjoyment who believe in him.” Now Iam persuaded you will | 
not say that this Father interpreted the words under debate of 
the eucharist. 

Tertullian, to shew that these words, “the flesh profiteth 
nothing,” do not make against the resurrection of the flesh, 
saith,§ ‘‘that we are to be directed to the sense of what is said 
by the subject matter of it. For because they thought his 
saying hard and intolerable, as if he intended his flesh should 
be truly eaten by them ; he, to shew that the cause of life and 
salvation was spiritual, premised this, ‘that the spirit quick- 
eneth ;’ and then added, ‘the flesh profiteth nothing,’ that is, 
in respect of quickening. And then he shews what he means 
by the spirit, ‘The words that I speak unto you, they are 


* Nic. Sanderus de Euchar. p. 23. + Maldon. in Joan. 6. 

t OvTwe woddakeic adAnyopeirat O Adyog, Kai BoGpa, Kai caps, Kai 
T001, Kai AoTOC, Kai aipa, Kaiydda. “Aravra 6 Kipuoe sic amoXavowy 
nay TOV sic abroy weTLoTEvVKOTWY. Peedag. lib. 1. c. 6. p. 105. Paris. 
{p. 126. Venet. 1757.] 

§ Sic etsi carnem ait nihil prodesse, ex materia dicti dirigendus est 
sensus. Nam quia durum et intolerabilem existimaverunt sermonem ejus, 
quasi vere Carnem suam illis edendam determinasset, ut in Spiritum dis- 
poneret statum salutis, praemisit, Spiritus est qui vivificat, atque ita sub- 
junxit, Caro nihil prodest, ad vivificandum scilicet. Exequitur etiam quid 
velit intelligi spiritum. Verba que locutus sum vobis, Spiritus sunt, Vita 
sunt. Sicut et supra, Qui audit sermones meos et credit in eum qui, &c. 
Itaque Sermonem constituens vivificatorem, quia Spiritus et Vita Sermo, 
eundem etiam Carnem suam dixit, quia et Sermo Caro erat factus, proinde 
in causam Vite appetendus et devorandus auditu, et ruminandus intellectu, 
et fide digerendus. Nam et paulo ante Carnem suam Panem quoque 
coelestem pronunciarat, urgens usquequaque per allegoriam, &c. Tertul. 

de Resur. Carnis. c. 36, 37. [p. 347. Par. 1695. ] 
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spirit, and they are life.’ As he had said also before, ‘ He that 
heareth my words, and believeth in him that sent me, hath 
eternal life, and shall not come into condemnation, but hath 
passed from death to life.’ Therefore making his word to be 
the quickening principle ; since bis word is spirit and life, he. 
called his word also his own flesh ; for the Word was also made 
flesh ; and therefore in order to life, it is to-be hungered after, 

and devoured by HEARING, and to be chewed again by the 
UNDERSTANDING, and to be digested by raitu.” And after- 
wards he affirms, that our Lord all along urged his intent by 
an allegory. So that Tertullian was so far from thinking these 
passages to refer to the eucharist, that I am in some doubt 
whether he understood them with any special reference to the 
death of Christ. 

Origen also interprets flesh and blood in like manner: for, 
says he,* ‘‘ By the flesh and blood of his worp, as with pure 
meat and drink, he refresheth all mankind.” And elsewhere 
he speaketh to the same purpose.+ 

St. Athanasius likewise seems to me to be of the same opinion, 
who speaking of the literal sense in which the Jews understood 
our Saviour, hath these words, {*‘ For how could his body suffice 
for so many to eat of, that it should become nourishment for 
the whole world? It is,” says he, “for this reason that he 
mentioned the Son of man’s ascending into heaven, that he 
might draw them off from the corporeal notion.” Which 
testimony, as it manifestly shewed his judgment to be, that 
our Saviour did not require the proper eating of his natural 
body ; so it contains a very probable argument, that he did 
not understand those words of eating his sacramental body. 
For if he had so understood them, it had been very accountable 
that the body of Christ, 7. e. his sacramental body, was 
sufficient for the nourishment of the whole world. And by 
removing all corporeal notions of eating and drinking, he 
seemed to establish only a spiritual notion. 


* Carnibus enim et sanguine Verbi sui, tanquam mundo cibo atque potu 
reficit omne hominum genus. Orig. in Levit. Hom. 7. [vol. 2. p. 225. 
col..2.. Par. 1733. ] 

+ Vide in Matth. Tract. 12. [Ibid. vol. 3, p. 898. col. 2.) 

t Ildcote ‘yao NOKEL TO OWPa TOO Bowou, iva Kal TOU KOoMov TAVTOC 
aiecn T00bH) yevynras 5 adAa Ola ToUTO THC gig ovoavove avaBacewc 
tuvnpwovevos Tov viod To avOpwrov, iva Tico CwphaTiKhnco évvoiagc 
avrovc apedkioy, &c. Athan. in illud Evangelii, Quicunque dixerit, &c. 
[vol. 1. p. 771. Heidelb. 1601.] 
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But St. Jerome is plain and full to this purpose, beyond all 
contradiction, as I am persuaded. For thus he speaks,* 
“When Jesus saith, ‘He that eateth not my flesh, and 
drinketh not my blood,’ although it may be understood in a 
mystery (2. e. as I think, of the eucharist), yet the truer sense 
is, that the body of Christ, and his blood, is the word of the 
Scriptures, is divine doctrine.’’ And therefore he continues, 
not long after, in this manner: “If, when we hear the word 
of God; the word of God, and the flesh of Christ, and his 
blood is poured into our ears, and we think of something 
else, into how great a danger do we run?” Afterwards 
comparing it to manna, which was said to give that taste to 
every man which he liked best: ‘‘So,”’ saith he, ‘‘in the flesh 
of Christ; which is the word of doctrine, that is, the imter- 
pretation of the holy Scriptures ; as we would have it, so we 
receive food. If thou art holy, here thou findest comfort.” 
St. Jerome could not have been more express, if he had been 
to maintain this interpretation against an adversary. 

Nor does the paraphrase of Eusebius come much behind 
St. Jerome’s interpretation. For he makes our Saviour’s 
explication, ver. 63, to run as if he had said :¢ “Do not 
think that I speak of that flesh which I carry about me, as if 
you ought to eat that, or that I command you to drmk my 
sensible and corporeal blood. You well understand that the 
words which I speak to you are spirit and life. So that,’ as 
Eusebius goes on, “his words and doctrines are flesh and 
blood, of which whoever constantly partakes, he being nourished 
with heavenly bread, as it were, shall partake of the heavenly 
life.’ He that says this, and knows what he says, could 


* Quando dicit, Qui non comederit Carnem meam et biberit Sanguinem 
meum, licet et in mysterio posset intelligi, tamen verius Corpus Christi et 
Sanguis ejus Sermo Scripturarum est, Doctrina Divina est.—Si quando audi- 
mus sermonem Dei; Sermo Dei, et caro Christi, et sanguis ejus in auribus 
nostris funditur, et nos aliud cogitamus, in quantum periculum incur- 
rimus ?—Sic et in carne Christi, qui est sermo doctrine, hoc est Scriptu- 
rarum sanctarum interpretatio, sicut volumus ita et cibum accipimus. 
Hieron. Comment. in Psal. 147. [vol. 7. Append. p. 385. Veron. 1735. J 

+ Mx) yao THY capa iy Mepixerpat vopioaré pe deyely, & we O&0V, a’THY 
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fevocg Tig ovpaviou pedseer Zwjc. Euseb. Ceesariensis contra Marcel. 
de Eccles. Theol. lib. 3. c. 12. [p. 181. Colon. 1688.] 
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hardly suppose that the eucharist was particularly intended by , 
our Saviour in these passages. 

I shall trouble you with no more instances of this kind, 
these being sufficient to shew, that all the ancients did not 
understand those words of the eucharist. And now I will 
make no difficulty to grant, that the other opmion is not des- 
titute of all authority, but has the countenance of some Fathers 
to support it. For we do not pretend to any such privilege of 
speaking, as to say, we have all the Fathers, in a case where 
we have not every one. 

But this I must needs say, that those Fathers, who, as far 
as I have yet discovered, seem to speak most expressly in favour 
of the sacramental sense, do not come up to the peremptori- 
ness and clearness of those who are for the spiritual sense. 

St. Cyprian,* understanding the daily bread which we pray 
for, not only of common food, but of the eucharist, applies 
those words to it: ‘‘ If any man eateth of this bread, he shall 
live for ever.’’ And, says he, “as it is manifest, that they who 
belong to his body+ (or family), and having a right thereunto, 
communicate in the eucharist, do live; so itis to be feared, 
and we are to pray, lest any of us being excommunicated and 
separated from the body of Christ, should be far removed from 
salvation, since himself uttered this threatening, Except ye 
eat the flesh, and drink the blood,” &e. 

Now I desire not to make less of these words than they 
imply. But yet I must say, that St. Cyprian seems, in these 
and in the foregoing words, which are to the same purpose, 
to interpret that bread, which he that eateth of shall live for 
ever, and the flesh and the blood of Christ, not only of the 
eucharist, but of all the means of grace that are afforded to 
his members in the communion of his body ; whereof, as he 
had reason, he thought the eucharist to be the principal, to 
which no excommunicated person had right. Not to say that 
the eucharist might be here particularly mentioned, because 
those words, “‘ except ye eat,” &c. have a more clear allusion 
to the eucharist, than to any other means. Nor am I alone in 
this interpretation of St. Cyprian; for thus saith Priorius,t 
** The explication of this place is taken from Tertullian, cap. 6. 
de Orat. Therefore by desirig daily bread, we pray for a 
perpetual continuance in Christ, and to remain undivided from 


* Cypr. de Orat. Dom. [p. 147. Oxon. 1682. ] 
t+ Qui corpus ejus attingunt. [Ibid.] + Note in Cypr. Paris. 
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his body.” Thus also Rigaltius upon the place: ‘The words: 
of God the Father, which Christ in the flesh brought for our 
salvation, are here to be understood. Pheretare all that 
time in which Christ lived amongst us in the body, his preach- 
ing, his Gospel, is the body and flesh of Christ. It is the 
cross of Christ, it is the blood of Christ. With this meat and 
drink we Christians are nourished to eternal life’’ By which 
it is manifest, that Rigaltius did not understand St. Cyprian 
in that manner, as to abate at all of his judgment, that the 
spiritual sense* of eating and drinking, is to be understood 
throughout in the sixth of St. John. 

St. Basil+ is another who applies these words to the sacra- 
ment ; not where he undertakes to give their proper meaning, 
but in his moral collections, under the head of receiving the 
eucharist ; which I do not see but he might do, and yet believe 
that the spiritual sense of eating and driking Christ was 
directly intended. For, as I have already told you, the eucha- 
rist represents the death of Christ, and our spiritual feeding 
thereupon; and these words in St. John signify what the 
eucharist represents. No wonder therefore if Christian writers, 
in speaking of the eucharist, produce these words, which have 
so near an affinity with it. And this I thmk they may do 
pertinently enough, without supposing that these passages in 
St. John signify the eucharist, because they signify some of 
the same things which the eucharist signifies. 

St. Augustine indeed brings forth that saying, “‘ Except ye 
eat the flesh,’ &c. in his disputations against the Pelagians, 
supposing there, as it should seem, that it was a direct and 
proper command to receive the eucharist, under the penalty of 
damnation: and I remember, that in one place he urges it for 
the necessity of communicating infants. This is so notoriously 
known, that I shall not turn to the places; and though I will 
not be positive, yet I think he is not clear for this sense, in 
any other cause, but that wherein he was engaged against the 
Pelagians. But there is this very great prejudice against his 
authority in this matter, that elsewhere, wz. out of the heat of 
that controversy, he gives clearly another sense of these words, 
and speaks of them as if they were reductive only to the 
eucharist. Mark therefore what he says:{ ‘‘ Therefore by 


* Observ. Rigalt. in Cypr. Id. 

+ Basil. Moral. Reg. 21. [vol. 2. p. 354, 355. Par. 1839.] 

+ Hunc itaque cibum et potum, societatem vult intelligi corporis et 
membrorum suorum, quod est sancta Ecclesia in predestinatis et vocatis, 
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this meat and drink, he would have us to understand the 
society of his body and members, that is, the holy Church, 
consisting of his predestinated, and called, and justified, and 
glorified saints and faithful.” And presently after: ‘The 
sacrament of this thing, that is, of the unity of the body and 
blood of Christ, is in some places every day, in other places 
upon certain days prepared upon the Lord’s table, and received 
from the Lord’s table; by some to life, by some to destruction. 
But the thing itself, of which it is the sacrament, is for life to 
every man, for destruction to no man, whosoever he be that 
partakes of it.” By which words it is evident, that St. Austin 
did not here understand that eating of the flesh, and drinking 
of the blood of Christ, to which salvation is promised, of sacra- 
mental eating, but of being incorporated into the invisible 
Church of Christ ; and this, because he says, ‘‘ the sacrament 
of this thing may be received to destruction ;” and because he 
expressly says, that “‘this meat and drink is the society of the 
body of Christ, consisting of his predestinated, &c. members.” 

And that therefore he would not have scrupled to interpret 
eating by believing; since it is faith by which we are united 
to the body of Christ, no reasonable man will question. How- 
ever, we have his own word for it, who, upon that saying of 
our Saviour, “ This is the work of God, that ye believe on 
him whom he hath sent,”’ goes on thus,* “This therefore is 
to eat that food which perisheth not, but endureth to ever- 
lasting life. To what purpose dost thou make ready thy teeth 
and thy belly? Believe, andthou hast eaten.” Afterwards he 
puts both together:+ “ Let him come and believe, and be 
incorporated, that he may be quickened.” 

Which words of his are the more remarkable, because in 
that place he professedly treats of the exposition of this chap- 
ter. Where also upon that saying, ‘‘ He that eateth my flesh, 
and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him,” he dis- 


et justificatis, et glorificatis Sanctis, et fidelibus ejus.—Hujus rei Sacra- 
mentum, id est, unitatis Corporis et Sanguinis Christi, alicubi quotidie, 
alicubi certis intervallis dierum in Dominica Mensa preparatur, et de 
Mensa Dominica sumitur quibusdam ad vitam, quibusdam ad exitium. 
Res vero ipsa cujus Sacramentum est, omni homini ad vitam, nulli ad 
exitium, quicunque ejus particeps fuerit. Aug. Tract. 26. in Johan. 
[vol. 3. par. 2. p. 500. Par. 1680. | 

* Hoc est ergo manducare cibum, non qui perit, sed qui permanet in 
vitam eternam. Ut quid paras denteset ventrem ? Crede et manducasti. 
In Tract. 25. [Ibid. p. 489. ] . 

+ Accedat, credat, incorporetur ut vivificetur, Id. Tract. 26. [p. 499.} 
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courseth thus :* ‘ This it is to eat that food, and drink that 
drink, viz. to dwell in Christ, and to have Christ dwelling in 
me. And therefore he. that dwelleth not in Christ, and in 
whom Christ dwelleth not, undoubtedly doth not spiritually 
eat his flesh, nor drink his blood, although he doth carnally 
and visibly press with his teeth the sacrament of his body and 
blood ; but he rather eats and drinks the sacrament of so great 
a thing to his condemnation; because being impure, he hath 
presumed to come to Christ’s sacraments, which none worthily 
receives who is not pure; of which it is said, Blessed are the 
pure in heart, for they shall see God.’ Whence it is mani- 
fest, that in St. Austin’s judgment, to eat the flesh of Christ, 
and to drink his blood, was to eat and drink it spiritually, so 
as good and holy men only do partake thereof, not all that do 
press the sacrament thereof with their teeth. And it is further 
observable, that if “to eat that food, and drink that drink,” 
be, as St. Austin says, ‘‘ to dwell in Christ, and to have Christ 
dwell in us;” then all holy persons do constantly eat the 
flesh, and drink the blood of Christ, because they still dwell 
in Christ, and Christ in them; but they are not always 
receiving the sacrament, and therefore St. Aust could not 
understand these words properly of the eucharist. 

And that these were not sudden notions of his, appears from 
this, that we find them elsewhere, and particularly im his book 
of the City of God, towards the end; which book he finished 
just before his death. There he hath these words :+ “for 
neither are they to be said to eat the body of Christ, because 


* Hoc est manducare escam illam et illum bibere potum, in Christo 
manere, et illum manentem in me habere. Ac per hoc, qui non manet in 
Christo, et in quo Christus non manet, proculdubio nec manducat spiritu- 
aliter carnem ejus, nec bibit ejus sanguinem, licet carnaliter et visibiliter 
premat dentibus Sacramentum Corporis et Sanguinis Christi, sed magis 
tante rei Sacramentum ad judicium sibi manducat et bibit, quia immundus 
presumpsit ad Christi accedere Sacramenta, que aliquis non digne sumit, 
nisi qui mundus est, &c. Tract. 26. in Joh. [Ibid. p. 501. ] 

+ Nec isti ergo dicendi sunt manducare Corpus Christi, quoniam nec in 
membris computandi sunt Christi. Ut enim alia taceam, non possunt 
simul esse, et membra Christi, et membra meretricis. Denique ipse 
dicens, Qui manducat Carnem meam, et bibit Sanguinem meum, in me 
manet, et ego in eo: ostendit quid sit non Sacramento tenus, sed 
revera Corpus Christi manducare et ejus Sanguinem bibere; hoc est 
enim in Christo manere, ut in illo maneat et Christus. Sic enim hoc 
dicit tanquam diceret, Qui non in me manet, et in quo ego non maneo, 
non se dicat aut existimet manducare Corpus meum, aut bibere San- 
guinem meum. De Civit. Dei, lib. 21. c. 25. [vol. 7. p. 646. Par. 1685. ] 
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neither are they to be accounted amongst his members. For 
to omit other things, they cannot be both the members of 
Christ, and the members of an harlot. Lastly, Himself saying, 
He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in 
me, and I in him, sheweth what it is to eat the body of Christ, 
and drink his blood, not by the sacrament, but verily and 
indeed ; for this is to dwell in Christ, so as that Christ dwelleth 
in him.” For his speaketh this, was as if he had said; ‘He 
that dwelleth not in me, and i whom I dwell not, should not 
say or think that he eateth my flesh, or drinketh my blood.” 
Now the persons here spoken of, were Christians of vicious 
lives, who yet received the sacrament, and continued in the 
communion of the Church to the last. But since St. Austin, 
denying that they eat the body of Christ in truth, even when 
they received the sacrament, does also affirm that Christ 
spake of receiving his body in truth only, when he said, ‘ He 
that eateth my flesh, &c.’’ it seems evidently to follow, that 
when St. Austin wrote these passages, he did not understand 
those places in St. John of sacramental eating. Finally, by 
comparing this place with the former, it is plain also, that to 
eat and drink Christ spiritually, and to eat and drink him in 
truth and reality, was in St. Austin’s judgment all one; and 
consequently, that we may really eat the flesh of Christ, and 
drink his blood, though we do it not corporeally. These 
passages of this Father, I have the rather insisted upon, 
because I have affirmed in the notes, that he would not allow 
that a wicked man is truly a partaker of the body and blood of 
Christ ; which is evident from these passages, though I have 
produced them chiefly to shew what his most deliberate thoughts 
were concerning the sense of the sixth chapter of St. John. 
But after all, though I verily think that I could make out a 
title to the consent of all the Fathers, with vastly more proba- 
bility than those who claim it for the other opinion ; yet, suppose 
that they have these three that are cited last, and as many 
more as they can name with any colour ; what would they get 
by it, if notwithstanding, these Fathers did not believe that the 
natural flesh of Christ was properly eaten, and his blood 
properly drank by the faithful in the eucharist? What if 
they believed the substance of bréad and wine to remain in the 
sacrament, and that Christ himself should be fed upon by the 
mind only; and therefore that these words themselves, 
“except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, &c.” though 
spoken of the sacrament, were not properly but figuratively to 
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_ be understood? If this be so, they have lost their main cause, 
and have taken a great deal of pains to be where they were at 
first ; and this dispute, whether the Church has always under- 
stood the eucharist to be directly intended by our Saviour in 
the mentioned passages, is lost, as to any advantage that tran- 
substantiation can get by it. 

That the substance of bread and wine remains after consecra- 
tion, is manifest from St. Cyprian;* and that Christ is fed 
upon by the mind only, from St. Basil ;+ to whom I refer you, 
that I may not be over-tedious ; especially since for the present, 
one testimony of St. Augustine may serve the turn. Observe 
therefore these words of his, concerning the exposition of 
Scripture phrases :{ ‘‘ If the saying be preceptive, either forbid- 
ding a wicked action, or commanding to do that which is 
good, it is no figurative saying. But if it seems to command 
any villany or wickedness, or to forbid what is profitable and 
good, it is figurative. This saying, Except ye eat the flesh 
of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in you; 
seems to command a villanous or wicked thing. It is there- 
fore a FIGURE, enjoining us to communicate im the passion of 
our Lord, and to lay it up in dear and profitable remembrance, 
that his flesh was crucified and wounded for our sakes.” The 
vast pains that have been taken to avoid this testimony, are a 
convincing argument that prejudice may grow to that strength 
as to be invincible. You will confess, [ doubt not, that this 
passage so plainly shews St. Austin’s persuasion in this matter, 
that as it needs no words to illustrate it, so it is capable of no 
answer to the purpose, 

To come to a conclusion. As I have shewn that several 
Fathers did not understand the mentioned words of our 
Saviour as spoken of the eucharist; so I could shew, that 
very many doctors of the Roman communion have declared 
against it; amongst whom Cardinal Cajetan, for his singular 
merit, and because I have referred to his reasons in my notes, 


* Epist. ad Cecilium. f In Isai. cap. 3. [vol. 1. p. 633. Par. 1839.] 

t Si preceptiva est locutio, aut flagitium aut facinus vetans, aut bene- 
ficentiam jubens, non est figurata. Si autem flagitium aut facinus 
videtur jubere, aut utilitatem aut beneficentiam vetare, figurata est. 
Nisi manducaveritis, inquit, carnem filii hominis et sanguinem biberitis, 
vitam in vobis non habebitis, facinus vel flagitium videtur jubere; 
figura ergo est precipiens Passioni Domini esse communicandum, et 
suaviter atque utiliter in memoria recondendum, quod caro ejus pro nobis 
crucifixa et vulnerata sit. De Doctrina Christiana, lib. 3. c. 16. [vol. 3. 
par. 1. p. 52. Par. 1680.] 
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ought to be particularly remembered. In his commentary 
upon ver. 53, ‘‘ Verily, verily, I say,” &c. he comes to speak of 
a third sense, viz. of sacramental eating by worthy receivers: 
*‘ And,”’ says he, “the sense is this; except ye really eat the 
flesh of the Son of man in the sacrament of the host, and 
drink his blood in the sacrament of the chalice, you have no 
life in you. So that, according to this sense, not only the 
sacrament of baptism, but the sacrament of the eucharist also, 
under both kinds, is necessary to salvation. But the usage of 
the Church is repugnant to this sense, since she does not give 
the communion to infants at all, nor to the people under both 
kinds ; and not only the usage, but the doctrine of the Church 
too, because she teaches, that it is sufficient to salvation to 
communicate under the species of bread. And though this 
authority be sufficient to shew that the text does not deliver a 
precept of receiving the sacrament in both kinds, and conse- 
quently, that it does not deliver a precept of eating and 
drinking the sacrament of the eucharist ; yet the Bohemians— 
are not satisfied, but produce this text for themselves against 
our usage and doctrine, saying, that if our Lord had not treated 
of receiving the sacrament in these words, he would not have 
distinguished between eating and drinking, least of all between 
eating the flesh, and drinking the blood; but since he so 
accurately distinguisheth between these things, he insinuates 
his discourse to be concerning the reception of the eucharist, 
&c. But,’ says the Cardinal, “these things are easily 
thrown off; by observing, that in this very chapter Jesus 
said not long before, ‘He that cometh to me shall never 
hunger, and he that believeth in me shall never thirst.’ For 
in these words, which, it is plain, do not belong to the sacra- 
ment of the eucharist, our Lord distinguishes hunger from 
thirst, which is equivalent to his distinction between eating and 
drinking. For hunger refers to eating, and thirst to drinking. 
Therefore from the distinction between eating and drinking, no 
solid argument can be drawn to infer the discourse to be of the 
sacrament of the eucharist. In like manner the distinction 
between flesh and blood availeth nothing to their purpose, but 
rather against them; because the flesh is not distinguished 
from the blood after any sort, but only as they are separated ; 
as meat from drink. But it is evident, that the real separation 
of the flesh and blood of Christ in the sacrament is represented. 
only ; but in the death of Christ it was actual, and according 
to the thing itself. And if it be urged, that the flesh and the 
Ra. IXx. E 
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blood are here discoursed of under the notion of meat and 
drink, and not according to what they were in their own 
nature, and that for this reason the discourse runs upon the 
flesh in the sacrament, and the blood in the sacrament, 
separated one from another: the answer to this is afforded by 
what has been already said, viz. that our Lord had spoken of 
himself before, as of one that takes away hunger, and of one 
that takes away thirst; and yet it is not also inferred from 
hence, that he spake of himself as under that species of the 
sacrament, whereby he takes away hunger, and that species of 
the sacrament whereby he takes away thirst. For he dis- 
courses of the flesh and blood,* which were parted at his 
death, as they are to be embraced by the mind, being the 
meat and drink of the soul: because unless our spirit be 
sustained by the death of Christ as by meat, and be delighted 
with it as with drink, there is not the life of the Spirit m us.” 

And now, Sir, having given you so large an account of this 
great man’s opinion in his own words, I shall content myself 
to say in the general, that if it were needful, others might be 
produced for the same; even popes, cardinals, bishops, and 
doctors, who (as far as I can discern) were for number, as 
well as quality, not inferior to those who maintaimed the 
contrary side before the Council of Trent. 

Nay, the Council itself would have better informed those 
that told you, the Church has still understood this part of the 
chapter as treating of the eucharist. ‘There were warm dis- 
courses in the congregation between the divines, concerning 
the interpretation of these passages: but at last it was con- 
cluded, neither to affirm nor deny them to be meant of the 
eucharist; but it was agreed, however, to deny that the 
necessity of communicating in both kinds could be inferred, 
supposing that the eucharist was meant; that is to say, it was 
carried by the majority : and to gratify those that thought it 
was not meant, it was to be acknowledged that they had 
Fathers and doctors of their opinion. For the matter, all 
things considered, was accommodated as well as it could be in 
these words :} ‘‘ Nor from that discourse in the 6th of St. John 


* Partibus mortis suze. 

+ Sed neque ex sermone illo apud Joannem sexto recte colligitur 
utriusque speciei communionem 4 Domino preceptam esse, utcunque juxta 
varias sanctorum Patrum et Doctorum interpretationes intelligatur. 
Conc. Trid. Sess. 21. cap. 1. [Labbe, Concil. vol. 14. p. 846. Lut. Par. 
1672.] 
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is it rightly gathered, that the communion of both kinds was 
enjoined by our Lord; however that discourse be understood 
according to the various interpretations of the holy Fathers and 
doctors.” 

I doubt I have said more than enough upon your short in-’ 
timation of that pretence, that the Church has always inter- 
preted these places of the eucharist. But I hope you will 
make this construction of it, that I am one of those who bear 
a due regard to the authority and tradition of the universal 
Church, as I believe you to be another. For which reason I 
thought it more needful to remove so great a prejudice out of 
your way, as the belief of the foresaid msinuation would have 
been. And I am confident you now see, that in maintaining the 
eucharist not to be intended by our Saviour in any part of this 
chapter, any more than other parts of Christianity, I am not 
obliged to encounter the authority of all the ancients, or of the 
whole Church ; nay, that in this matter I do not so much 
as entrench upon the authority of the Council of Trent itself. 

Indeed that Council would have me to believe, that not one 
of the various interpretations of the Fathers and doctors 
makes against the communion in one kind. But I hope I may 
be excused, if I cannot believe that which several men of high 
rank in their own Church were not able to believe. 

And as for that doctrme, that Christ is properly eaten in 
the eucharist, I ought to be excused too, if 1 can by no means 
believe it; or else those Fathers must be condemned, who 
believed the Capernaites to be a perverse sort of men, for 
turning our Saviour’s words in this chapter, to so inhuman 
and absurd a sense, as if he had exhorted them to eat a man’s 
flesh, according to the propriety of those words. For no man 
can say, that this is either inhuman or absurd, who believes 
the doctrine of transubstantiation, and that Christ is properly 
eaten in the eucharist. 

So that for what I can see, this chapter of St. John, instead 
of affording a solid argument for that conclusion, when it 
comes to be well considered upon the grounds of reason and 
authority, does at last yield a terrible objection against it. 

I have thought of all these things with the liberty of one 
that loves truth, not without due regard to the ancient doctors 
of the Church. Our common Master hath taught me, to call 
no man master upon earth; yet I never refused the help of 
his ministers to guide me into the knowledge of his truth: 
and since I have been able to use that help, I have still 

E 2 
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valued, in the first place, that assistance which is offered me 
from the primitive bishops and Fathers. And this liberty I 
have been encouraged to use in the Church of England, not 
only for judging of points which she has not determined, but 
those also which she has. And from the bottom of my heart 
I give thanks to Almighty God, that I have had my education 
in the communion of a Church, which at the same time that 
it prescribes to me a rule of doctrine and worship, does give 
me full liberty to inquire all manner of ways, whether she has 
dealt sincerely with me or not. Under the discipline of so honest 
a Church, I trust that I have learned to be an honest man. For 
though I am as confident of the main question as I desire to 
be, yet I have, and by the grace of God always will have, a 
quiet reserve for better information: and I shall not count 
him an enemy but a friend, that both can and will discover 
my mistakes. For which reason I have obeyed your advice, 
and asked the leave of my superiors, to let these plain thoughts 
go into the world. And I let them go, much rather desiring 
that they may meet with contradiction, than approbation in 
any part, where they ought to be contradicted. 

Nay, I will not refuse to make allowance for them who can- 
not oppose an adversary without huffing and vanity. IfI can 
see that they offer though but a little reason, I will readily 
acknowledge it ; or if they offer none at all, let them but seem 
to believe what they say, and they shall not go without a 
reply. 

As for that sense which I have (not without good authority) 
offered, of those passages in this chapter concerning the Fa- 
ther’s drawing and giving men to Christ; if it does not 
equally please all persons, I hope they who are otherwise 
minded will not be displeased with me, when I have declared, 
that I shall no longer care for it, when any man shall lead my 
understanding to a better. 

Sir, I have but one thing more to say ; let you and I observe 
and follow the moral instructions of this chapter; which if all 
would do, I am confident none of us should run into any dan- 
gerous mistake about the meaning of any part of it. Our 
Lord hath-said it ; ‘‘ that if any man will do his will, he shall 
know of the doctrine whether it be of God.” In paraphrasing 
our Saviour’s discourses here, I could not but observe how apt 
it was to infuse a truly wise, honest, and godly temper into 
the minds of his hearers. And therefore for a conclusion, I 
added to the paraphrase, what I thought was a suitable exhor- 
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tation; that whilst we may happen to dispute about the sense 
of some more difficult passages in this chapter, we may not 
forget to make the great design of it the subject of our prac- 
tice. And so I commend you to the grace of God, and rest, 
Your most, &e. 


THE SIXTH CHAPTER OF ST. JOHN. 


THE ARGUMENT. 


Tuis chapter begins with a narrative of the miraculous 
feeding of five thousand in the wilderness ; and consisteth 
wholly of those passages that happened upon this occasion. 
The people were so overjoyed with the miracle, that they re- 
solved to make Jesus a king; which he avoided, and secretly 
went to Capernaum. But they, not so satisfied, followed him 
thither the next day ; when he took another course to prevent 
their design ; and that by reproving their worldly-mindedness, 
and by calling them off from the cares and pleasures of this 
life, to mind heavenly things and everlasting life :| which so 
turned their stomachs against him, that they fell to cavil at 
his sayings, and to disparage his miracles, by setting up the 
manna wherewith Moses had fed their fathers, against his 
feeding them the day before. Whereupon he inculcated two 
things upon them with great earnestness: the one was this, 
that they might gain eternal life by him and his doctrines : 
which he therefore called the “ bread of life,’ and the “ bread 
that came down from heaven ;’’ and therefore that it was a vain 
thing in them to challenge him with Moses’ giving their 
fathers that bread from heaven, which served only to sustain 
a mortal life. The other was this, that they had sufficient 
evidence of his coming from God ; but that they believed not, 
because of their worldly prejudices against him. Whereupon 
he tells them, that God had committed no other persons to his 
effectual care, to convince and save them, but such only who 
were disposed to receive the truth by an honest mind; and 
that himself was not bound to conquer the obstinacy of un- 
teachable men. Notwithstanding all which, they proceeded 
to cavil at his sayings; and because, in allusion to the loaves 
he had multiplied, and to that manna which they boasted of, 
he had called himself the Bread of Life: and in pursuance of 
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such figurative speeches, he did also express believing in him, 
and trusting in his death, &c. by eating his flesh and drinking 
his blood: they exclaimed against him, as if he had, in the 
literal sense, offered his flesh to be eaten; some of his own 
disciples also understanding him in that manner. To whom 
indeed he explained himself; but for all that, upon his free 
reproof of their insincerity, they left him. And then he 
proved the constancy of his twelve Apostles, permitting them 
also to go, if they were not willing to stay; shewing withal, 


that he understood who were sincere, and who were not. 


THE CHAPTER. 


Ver. 1. After 
these things Je- 
sus went over the 
sea of Galilee, 
which is the sea 


of Tiberias. 


2. Anda great 
multitude _fol- 
lowed him, be- 
cause they saw 


his miracles 
which he dd 
on them that 


were diseased. 

3. And Jesus 
went up into a 
mountain, and 
there he sat with 
his disciples. 

4. And the 
passover, a feast 
of the Jews, was 
nigh. 


THE PARAPHRASE. 


1. I shall not, mention those miracles 
which Jesus wrought between the passover 
last mentioned (ch. v. ver. 1), and that 
which was now at hand (ver. 4 of this ch.), 
saving that only of the loaves ; which though 
it be reported by all the other Evangelists, 
yet they have omitted that discourse upon 
it which he had with the Jews. The occa- 
sion of it was this: he went in a boat with 
his disciples over that part of the lake of 
Genezareth in Galilee, which washeth the 
city Tiberias. 

2. And a great multitude followed him 
on foot (Matth. xiv. 13.) through Tiberias, 
some of them being diseased persons, whom 
he cured in the desert where they overtook 
him, (Luke xi. 11.) 


6. And he took his disciples with him to 
a mountain in that desert to instruct them. 


4. But the people now hastening from 
all parts towards Jerusalem, because of 
the approaching passover; 


5. WhenJesus 
then lift up his 
eyes, and saw a 
great company 
come unto him,he 
saith unto Phi- 
lip, Whence shall 
we buy bread 
that these may 
eat 7? 

6. (dnd this 
he said to prove 
him : for he him- 
self knew what 
he would do.) 

7. Philip an- 
swered him, Two 
hundred penny- 
worth of bread 
is not sufficient 
for them, that 
every one of 
them may take 
a little. 

8. One of his 
disciples,  An- 
drew, Simon 
Peter’s brother, 
saith unto him, 

9. There is a 
lad here, which 
hath five barley 
loaves, and two 
small fishes ; but 
what are they 
among so many ? 

10. AndJesus 
said, Make the 
men sit down. 
Now there was 
much grass in 
the place. So 
the men sat down 
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5. The company that came to Jesus in 
this desert place, was greatly increased ; 
which he observing, was desired by his 
Apostles to speak to them to depart, and to 
provide for themselves: whereupon he said 
to Philip, Dost thou think it possible to 
procure meat for this multitude in the wil- 
derness ? 


6. (Which he said, not that he was at a 
loss what to do, but to prove the faith of 
the man, who was none of the forwardest to 
believe.) (ch. xiv. ver. 9.) 


7. Philip, ‘not expecting a miracle, 
answered, All the stock we have will not 
buy bread enough for every one of these so 
much as to taste a little of. 


8, 9. But Andrew presently interposed, 
saying, That they had five loaves and two’ 
small fishes; by which he seemed to expect 
that his Master would do some extraor- 
dinary thing, but what he knew not, the 
provision being so very little. 


10. Then Jesus commanded the twelve 
to dispose the men in order upon the grass, 
of which there was great plenty at that 
time of the year (see ver. 4), and so they 
did (not distrusting the event), and found 
the men to be about five thousand. 
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in number about 
five thousand. 

11. And Jesus 
took the loaves, 
and when he had 
given thanks, he 
distributedtothe 
disciples, and the 
disciples to them 
that were set 
down ; and like- 
wise of the fishes 
as much as they 
would. 

12. Whenthey 
were filled, he 
said unto his 
disciples, Gather 
up the fragments 
thatremain, that 
nothing be lost. 

13. Therefore 

they gathered 
them together, 
and filled twelve 
baskets with the 
Fragments of the 
fivebarley loaves, 
which remained 
over and above 
unto them that 
had eaten. 

14. Then those 
men, when they 
had seen the 
miracle which 
Jesus did, said, 
This is of a 
truth that Pro- 
phet which was 
to come into the 
world. 


11. And when Jesus had blessed the 
little food that was there, by thanking the 
great Creator and Preserver of all things ; 
he with his own hands delivered so many 
portions of it to the twelve, and commanded 
them to divide themselves to administer 
to the multitude : and the bread and the fish 
were so marvellously increased as it went 
through their hands, that every one of that 
great company had as much as he desired 
to eat. 


12,13. And when they acknowledged 
that they had eaten enough, he bade the 
twelve, gather up the fragments, &ec. And 
every one of them filled his basket with 
what was left; so that there were twelve 
baskets full of broken food, which was an 
evidence of the unquestionableness of the 
miracle, and that no juggle had been put 
upon the people's stomachs, since , there 
remained so much to be seen after they had 
all eaten. 


14. And this miracle was so plain, every 
one of them having his belly filled with it, 
that they called to mind (ver. 31.) how 
Moses gave their fathers manna in the wil- 
derness, and foretold that God would raise 
up a Prophet like: unto him out of their 
brethren ; and now they concluded that this 
was that Prophet, and the person that was 
to deliver them from the Romans, as Moses 
delivered their forefathers from the Egyp- 
tians, &c. since he, as well as Moses, could, 


15.When Jesus 
therefore per- 
cewed that they 
would come and 
takehim by force 
to make him a 
king, he depart- 
ed again into a 
mountain him- 
self alone. 


16. And when 
even was now 
come, his disci- 
ples went down 
unto the sea, 

17. And en- 
tered into a ship, 
and went over 
the sea, towards 
Capernaum: and 
it was now dark, 
and Jesus was 
not come tothem. 

18. And the 
sea arose, by rea- 
son of a great 
wind that blew. 

19. So when 
they had rowed 
about five and 
twenty or thirty 
Surlongs, they 
see Jesus walk- 
ing on the sea, 
and drawing 
nigh unto the 
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in the greatest extremity supply them with 
what provisions they should need. 

15. And of this they talked so vehe- 
mently, that at last they resolved to make 
him their king, whether he would or not ; 
which Jesus perceiving, he first sent away 
his own disciples, almost forcing them into 
the boat that brought them thither, and pro- 
mised to be with them before they came to 
the other side (ver. 17. Mark vi. Matth. xiv.) 
And being thus rid of his disciples, who 
were pleased with the resolution of the 
people, and ready enough to join with them 
in it, he more easily satisfied and dispersed 
the multitude : and so without any followers 
he returned to the mountain to pray by 
himself. 

16. Now it was just about the evening, 
when the disciples came down to the shore, 


17. And entered into the boat to go over 
towards Capernaum ; but it grew very dark 
before Jesus came to them. 


18. And the sea also was tempestuous 
with a contrary wind; (Mark vi. 48.) 


19. Insomuch that their sails bemg a 
hindrance to them, they laboured hard with 
their oars; and yet by the fourth watch of 
the night, they had not gained above twenty- 
five or thirty furlongs ; when they saw Jesus 
walking upon the sea, as if he were passing by 
the ship ; and not yet knowing him, they took 
him for an apparition, and were afraid. 
(Matth. xiv. 26.) 
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ship; and they 
were afraid. 

200 Dube the 
saith unto them, 
ft is I; be not 


afraid. 
21. Thenthey 
willingly re- 


ceived him into 
the ship; and 
immediately the 
ship was at the 
land whither 
they went. 

22. The day 
following, when 
the people which 
stood on _ the 
other side of the 
sea, saw that 
there was no 
other boat there, 
save that one 
whereinto his 
disciples were 
entered,and that 
Jesus went not 
with his disci- 
ples into the 
boat, but that 
his disciples were 
gone away alone: 

23. (Howbeit 
there came other 
boats from Tibe- 
rias, nigh unto 
the place where 
they did eat 
bread, after that 
the Lord had 
given thanks:) 

' 24. When the 
people therefore 


20, 21. But when they knew him, they 
received him gladly, believing that all things 
would go well now he was with them, and 
so it proved: for though they had made so 
little progress before, yet now the ship came 
presently to the place whither it was bound. 


22. Now the people whom Jesus had fed 
in the desert, were not so perfectly dis- 
persed, but that many of them kept together 
till the day following, and came to the 
shore where the disciples took ship the 
evening before; and although they knew 
there was no other boat there, when the 
disciples went to sea, but that into which 
they entered, and that Jesus did not go 
with them : 


23. (Though there came other boats from 
Tiberias afterwards, which these men found 
that morning, near the place where the 
miracle was wrought:) 


24. Yet knowing that the disciples were 
gone, and not being able to find Jesus on 


saw that Jesus 
was not there, 
neither his dis- 
ciples, they also 
took shipping, 
and came to Ca- 
pernaum,  seek- 
ing for Jesus. 

25. And when 
they had found 
him on the other 
side of the sea, 
they said unto 
him, Rabbi, 
when camest 
thou hither ? 

26. Jesus an- 
swered them and 
said, Verily, ve- 
rily, I say unto 
you, Ye seek me 
not because ye 
saw themiracles, 
but because ye 
did eat of the 
loaves, and were 
filled. 

27. Labour not 
for the meat 
which perisheth, 
but for that 
meat which en- 
dureth to ever- 
lasting life ; 
which the Son 
of man shall 
give unto you: 
for him hath 
God the Father 
sealed. 


28. Then said 
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that side, they believed he was gone after 
after them, though they knew not how 
(ver. 25). And so they resolved to follow 
the disciples in those boats that were newly 
come from Tiberias, hoping to find Jesus 
himself with them at Capernaum or Beth- 
saida. 


25. And when they found him, they de- 
sired to know by what miracle he got thither 
so soon, for they knew he went not over 
with his disciples, and no other boat was on 
the other side to transport him but those in 
which they came; and the way by land, 
over the bridge of Tiberias, was too far 
about to get thither in so short a time. 

26. But Jesus, without satisfying their 
curiosity in this matter, turned the dis- 
course to things of greater moment, and 
answered them in this manner: I cer- 
tainly know that ye do not follow me for 
the true end of those miracles which I 
work ; that is, that ye might believe in me, 
and obtain everlasting life; but merely for 
that present benefit which you hope to re- 
ceive by them, as you did yesterday, when 
you did eat, &c. 

27. But I had a farther end in feeding 
your bodies, which now I require you to 
mind ; and that is, to persuade you not to 
take so much pains for the prolonging of a 
life which will shortly end ; as for that vir- 
tue and knowledge which are the food of 
souls, and the means of living happily for 
ever, when this life shall be no more. You 
should follow the Son of man for such 
things as these, the Father having shewed 
him to be the Person who should convey 
these blessings to the souls of men, and that 
by those wonderful works which he hath 
sent him to do for the relief of their 
bodies. 

28. These men were so suddenly dis- 
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they unto him, 
What shall we 
do, that we 
might work the 
works of God ? 


gusted with this spiritual doctrine, that they 
replied in this manner: We who have the 
law of Moses, do already know what works 
God requires ; and canst thou tell us what 
will be more pleasing to him than our keep- 


ing of the law ? 

29. Jesus answered, God hath sent his 
Son into the world to reveal a better doctrine, 
and to prescribe a better life than Moses 
did; and that work pleasing to God, and 


29. Jesus an- 
swered and said 
unto them, This 
as the work of 
that 


God, ye necessary to your salvation, which you must 
believe on him do, is in short this: to believe in him whom 
whom he hath God hath sent, and to take his word for 
sent. your security, in doing all that he requires. 
30. They said 30. But they were so strangely prejudiced 
therefore unto against Jesus, upon his calling them off from 
him, Whatsign the cares of this world to a heavenly life 
shewest thou anda better hope,“that the late miracle for 
then, that we which they had so extolled him (ver. 14), 


may see, and be- 
lieve thee ? what 
dost thou work? 


was now in their,opinion nothing at all. 
And so they replied to him, as if they had 
said: If thou pretendest to a higher doc- 
trine than Moses taught, why dost not thou 
shew us equal, if not greater signs and 
wonders than he wrought, that we may see 
them, and believe” thee for their sake? 
What dost thou perform answerable to such 
a mighty faith as thou requirest of us ? 


Notres.—Ver. 30. This sudden turn of theirs was so strange, that Gro- 
tius does not allow those that said this to be the same persons that were 
fed in the wilderness the day before. But I can see no reason for his 
opinion; for the Evangelist plainly seems to continue the relation, ‘as of 
the same persons ; and it is no unusual thing for men, either to keep or 
alter their persuasions, as they are led by their prejudices and interests. 
And our Saviour told those that had been fed in the wilderness, that they 
followed him for worldly advantages, and not for instruction in spiritual 
and heavenly matters, ver. 26. So that finding themselves disappointed, it 
was not unlikely that they would fall in their opinion of him. To which 
we may add, that one main design of his following discourse was to shew, 
that external evidence was not sufficient to create faith, without the inward 
preparation of a sincere and honest mind; which was very pertinent to 
the case of those men who were made confident that Jesus was that Pro- 
phet, by the late miracle, till they found that his doctrine was contrary to 
their worldly affections. For which reasons, I have chose to continue the 
discourse in the paraphrase as the text seems to direct, i. e. between Jesus 
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and the same persons that spake to him, ver. 25, rather than to substitute 
other speakers, for which there is neither authority of the text, nor any 
need upon the account of avoiding inconvenience. 


31. Our fa- 
thers did eat 
manna in_ the 
desert ; as it is 
written, He gave 
them bread from 
heaven to eat. 


32. ThenJesus 
said unto them, 
Verily, verily, 
I say unto you, 
Moses gave you 
not that bread 
Srom heaven; but 
my Father giveth 
you the true 
bread from hea- 


ven. 


33. For the 
bread of God is 
he which cometh 
down from hea- 
ven, and giveth 
life unto the 
world. 


31. It is true, that in our need thou 
gavest us bread to eat, making five loaves to 
serve above five thousand of us. But what 
was this to Moses’s feeding our fathers in 
the desert, who were vastly many more, and 
this for forty years, with manna also, which 
was not earthly food, such as we eat yester- 
day, but bread from heaven, as we are taught 
in Psalm Ixxviil. 25. 

32. Now the reply that Jesus made to 
this, supposed that these men wanted not 
evidence of his coming from God ; and that 
they ought not to compare the manna which 
their fathers eat with the bread that he had 
given them the day before, but rather, with 
that inestimable blessing which God had now 
bestowed upon them, in giving his Son for 
the life of the world. And in this he pur- 
sued his constant design, of taking off their 
affections from worldly, and directing them 
to heavenly things. For he answered them 
to this effect: Whereas you magnify 
Moses for giving your fathers bread from 
heaven, I tell you, it came not from that 
heaven which is the place of immortality, 
but only from that region of the air ; which, 
though it be also called heaven, shall at last 
perish with the earth. But now God offereth 
unto you that which, in the most excellent 
sense, is heavenly bread, and which indeed 
comes from the place where his majesty 
dwelleth. 

33. Whereas also you extol Moses for 
preserving the lives of your fathers in the 
wilderness, so long as he did; you may 
consider it was but a short life at longest, 
which that bread served to sustain. But he 
whom God hath now sent from heaven, is 
indeed, and desires therefore to be called 
the true bread, because he can preserve you 
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to eternal life. And lastly, the bread which 
Moses gave you fathers, did indeed serve a 
great many; yet they were but a very few 
in comparison, for that which I speak of, is 
sufficient to give eternal life to the whole 
world. 

34. They replied hereupon: We desire 
no other bread than this which thou so 


34. Then said 
they unto him, 


Lord, evermore highly magnifiest, give us but such bread 
give us this always as this, and without all question we 
bread. shall believe thee. 

Ver. 34. They are still the same persons that speak, for there is yet no 


reason to suppose the contrary. And by this saying, it seems they under- 
stood Jesus as if he had spoken to them of bread from heaven, in the 
literal and gross sense, and by giving that to them, from day to day, had 
promised to make them live for ever; so that from his last words, they 
seemed to conceive some better hope of him again, and that he would go 
on to fill their bellies every day. Therefore they spake to him now with 
more respect. So hard it was even for Jesus to bring them to any under- 
standing, or sense of things that concerned their minds, though he would 
lead them thereunto, by allusion to things grateful to their senses. And 
this indeed was the general temper of the Jews in our Saviour’s days, 
who were also in this respect rather worse than their forefathers. It was 
just such another answer that the Samaritan woman made to a like speech 


of our Lord, as you may see, ch. iv. 13, 14, 15. 


35. And Jesus 
said unto them, I 
am the bread of 
life: he that 
cometh to me 
shall never hun- 
ger ; and he that 
believeth on me, 


shall never 
thirst. 
36. But Isaid 


unto you, That 
ye also have seen 
me, and believe 
not. 


35. Jesus answered: If you understand 
me aright, you have your wish. I do not 
now discourse of those signs which you de- 
sire to see, before you believe (for you have 
already had signs in abundance), but of the 
far greater benefits which you will gain by 
believing in me, than your fathers had from 
Moses. I tell you, therefore, that I am the 
bread of everlasting life; and he that be- 
lieveth in me, and submitteth to my doc- 
trine, hath the bread and water of life, and 
shall hunger and thirst no more; for he 
shall need no other means of obtaining ever- 
lasting life, than to become my disciple. 

36. Do not think that I take that for 
granted which I ought to prove, for you 
have already seen enough to convince you 
that I speak the truth. But as I told you 
before (ver. 26), signs and miracles will not 
work true faith in you so long as you follow 
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me for temporal benefits, and have not 
learned to prefer spiritual good things and 
everlasting life above meat and drink, and 
all the enjoyments of this world whatsoever. 


Ver. 36. These persons, of whom our Lord said that they believed 
not, were those very men, who the day before, having seen the miracle 
which he did, said, ‘‘ This is of a truth that Prophet that should come 
into the world.’? Whereby it should seem that then they believed, but 
that their minds were now changed, though upon no other reason, than 
that they now perceived his great design was, to feed their minds with 
good doctrine, and not to pamper their bodies. Which is a plain instance 
how great a hindrance worldly-mindedness is to true faith, since in this 
case, the same evidence which convinced these men, while they took our 
Saviour to be a benefactor to their bodies, had lost all its force with them 
when they once perceived that his great business was, to save their souls. 
Some also of our Lord’s disciples were of this disposition ; and it had 
the same effect upon them, as you may see, ver. 64. 


37.All that the 37. So that the reason why you believe 
Father giveth me not, is because you are not prepared by 
me shall come to a good and honest heart to receive the truth. 
me; and him And now I tell you, that the Father, who 
that cometh to would have all to be saved, does not expect 
me I will in no that I should give a good account of any 
wise cast out. other persons, but such as are of a towardly 
and teachable disposition. ‘These he hath 

committed to my especial care ; and they 

will learn of me, and not one of them shall 

want means requisite for his conviction and 

instruction. But though I came to save 

the world (ver. 51), I am not bound to 

bring those to faith and salvation, that ob- 

stinately set themselves against all that 

evidence which is sufficient for honest minds. 


Ver. 37. It seems very reasonable to interpret these phrases of the Fa- 
ther’s giving some to Christ, and drawing them, by what our Lord said, 
ver. 26, that these men followed him, because they did eat of the loaves ; 
i. e. not from a sincere desire of learning the truth, and attaining eternal 
life, but for worldly ends: for on the one side, the lusts of these men were 
the cause of their unbelief; on the other side, our Saviour says, that all 
who are given and drawn by the Father, would believe and become his 
disciples, and none else : therefore the Father gives those only to Christ, 
who are prepared by an honest heart, and willingness to learn. The phrase 
is an allusion to what is often seen amongst us, 7. e. to a man’s commit- 
ting the care of educating a hopeful and promising child, to a wise and 
skilful master, with the expectation of having a good account of him at 
last. Not but that these expressions also imply the preparations of the 
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heart to be from the Lord: neither does this hinder, but that our Lord 
must be understood to have done what was fit to prepare those whom he 
found so adverse as these men were. (See notes on ver. 45.) But the mean- 
ing is, that if men obstinately persisted in their sensual and worldly prejudices 
against the truth, God had provided no remedy for such men. And there- 
fore, as St. Chrysostom shews, we must not argue in this manner: viz. If 
‘“ every one whom the Father draweth, or giveth, cometh to Christ, and 
none else; then those whom the Father giveth not, are discharged of all 
fault, and cannot justly be accused. For, says he, these are vain words 
and mere pretences ; since the free choice of our own wills must go to the 
effecting of this matter: for to be taught, and to believe, depends much 
upon our own choosing. 


38. For I came 
down from hea- 
ven, not to do 
mine own will, 
but the will of 
him that sent me: 

39. And this 
is the Father's 
will which hath 
sent me, that of 
allwhichhe hath 
Given "nie, 
should lose no- 
thing, but should 
raise it up 
again at the 
last day. 


38. For in this matter, as well as in all 
others, I do what is as much the Father’s 
will, as my own. And I came from heaven 
to do it, and cannot depart from it. Observe 
therefore what I say. 


39. It was his pleasure to commit to my 
care, all persons of honest and well-disposed 
minds, that not one of them should be lost, 
but that I should do all things which would 
bring them to faith and repentance, and 
should take care of their salvation from the 
first to the last ; even till I shall raise them 
from the dead at the last day. 


Ver. 39. Although the wicked shall be raised up at the last day, by the 


power of Jesus, as well as the just, yet when the resurrection is simply 
mentioned, it is commonly understood of the resurrection to eternal life, 
z. e. the resurrection of the just. And by speaking of this resurrection at 
the last day, our Lord did now put them out of doubt, that he meant not 
to pamper their bodies, and to take care for their pleasures in this life ; 
but that he spake to them of a better life after this, and the means of at- 
taining it. 


40. And this 40. For it was his decree also, that every 


as the will of 
him that sent 
me, that every 
one which seeth 
the Son, and be- 
lieveth on him, 
may have ever- 


one who seeing the works that I do (ver. 36), 
and attentively considering the evidence, 
whereby it appears that I came from God, 
does thereupon believe and follow my doc- 
trine, that he, I say, should have everlast- 
ing life, and that I should for that end 
raise him up at the last day. Now as my 


—— 
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lasting life; and Father doth not expect that I should save 

Twill raise him any but those that believe and obey the 

up at the last Gospel; so neither doth he expect that I 

day. should bring any to faith, but those that 
are of teachable dispositions. But if men 
obstinately set themselves to oppose all 
means of conviction and reformation, it was 
no part of the trust committed to me by the 
Father, to reclaim them notwithstanding 
their incorrigibleness. 

Ver. 40. To see Jesus, signifies the same that it does ver. 36, 7. e. see- 
ing his miracles and all other testimonies of a divine authority that were 
discernible in him: only @ewo@yv seems to note an attentive consideration 
of them, which is proper to ingenuous and honest men, and will certainly 
produce faith. Whereas éwpakare, ver. 36, may signify that careless 
and superficial sight of his works, proper to those men in whom prejudice 
so prevailed, that they saw, and yet believed not. Now that our Saviour 
does here, and elsewhere, repeat his doctrine concerning that inward work 
of God, viz. an honest and godly dispcsition, is an argument that he laid 
great stress upon it; and that indeed this was the main thing they were 
to take pains with themselves about. For the outward evidence was given 
them whether they would or not; but the inward preparation, without 
which the outward evidence would do them no good at all, must in some 
part be their own work as well as God’s ; which was plain, from Christ’s 
speaking to them so much about it ashe did. For if it was not their own 
fault that they were not inwardly prepared ; and if it was impossible for 
them to do anything considerable towards it, his reproof had seemed some- 
thing unreasonable and unjust ; and if they had so understood it, they had 
not been wanting to tell him so. 


41. The Jews 


then murmured 


41. But the people were by no means 
pleased with what Jesus said; for they ex- 


at him, because 
he said, I am 
the bread which 
came down from 
heaven. 


42. And they 
said, Is not this 
Jesus, the son of 
Joseph, whose 

VOL, IX. 


pected he would give them bread from hea- 
ven, as Moses had done for their fathers 
(ver. 34), but now they plainly perceived, 
that by the bread of life coming down from 
heaven, which he spake of, he meant him- 
self and his doctrine (ver. 35), and that 
instead of feeding their bodies, he promised 
them everlasting life; which they were not 
greatly concerned about. And upon this 
disappointment, they again set themselves 
to disparage him all they could. 

42. And said one to another, Why does 
this man, whom we know to be the son of 
Joseph and Mary, pretend such high things 
of himself? How could he come from hea- 
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father and mo- 
ther we know ? 
how is wt then 
that he saith, 
I came down 
from heaven? 
43. Jesus there- 


fore answered 
and said unto 
them, Murmur 


not among your- 
selves. 


44, No man 
can come to me, 
except the Fa- 
ther which hath 
sent me draw 
him; and I will 
raise him up at 
the last day. 
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ven, who was born into this world as other 
men are, and in as mean circumstances as 
the most ? 


43. To these cavils Jesus answered, Do 
not lose time, by raising difficulties about 


.my person and doctrine: there is another 


work that lies upon your hands, which is at 
present more seasonable and necessary for 
you, than to strain for objections against 
what I say, and that is, to mend your tem- 
pers ; to shake off your worldly spirits ; to 
make eternal life your end, and sincerely to 
desire the knowledge of that way which 
leads to it. 

44, For if you are not thus qualified, all 
my sayings and works will never convince 
you of the truth : for the Father did not send 
me into the world with any other charge, 
than that I should do what is abundantly 
sufficient to save men of plain honesty and 
sincere intention ; which dispositions there- 
fore you should endeavour after; and if by 
the grace of God you obtain them, then you 
will readily understand and embrace the 
truth. But till then you do but entangle 
yourselves to no purpose: and therefore I ad- 
vise you to leave off objecting and disputing, 
till you have learnt plain duties, and to be- 
come honest men. And I tell you again, I 
will take care that no such persons shall 
want abundant means of conviction and sal- 
vation, but they shall be my peculiar charge, 
from the time that they are so disposed, 
till I shall raise them up at the last day. 


Ver. 44. St. Chrysostom observes, that upon this saying the Manichees 
confidently affirmed, that nothing was in our own power: for, said they, 


‘¢Tf aman comes to him what needs he to be drawn? 


But, says he, 


this does not take away all power over our own actions, but rather shews 
that we stand in need of God’s help, and that not every negligent person, 


but he that takes great pains with himself, will come to Christ.’ 


The 


true sense of this verse is more largely expressed in the Paraphrase, and 


in notes upon ver. 37. 


45. It ts writ- 
ten in the pro- 
phets, And they 
shall be all 
taught of God. 
Everyman there- 
fore ‘that hath 
heard, and hath 
learned of the 
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45. And these admonitions I give you, 
are warranted by the prophets, who have 
foretold, that when the kingdom of Christ 
shall begin to be established upon the earth, 
men shall not want any reasonable means 
of conviction for the saving of their souls, 
because God will then vouchsafe to appear 
more remarkably to instruct men than ever 
he did since the world began: and. there- 


Father, cometh 
unto me. 


fore if any man remains in unbelief, or re- 
fuses to obey, it cannot be for want of 
means to make him wise unto salvation, but 
for want of an humble and an honest mind, 
and a sincere intention, without which, 
God’s speaking to men by his own Son, 
will have no success upon them, but leave 
them as bad as they were before. But be- 
cause God is a Master, in whom nothing 
can be wanting to instruct ; every one that 
desireth to know the truth, and to be saved, 
will submit to the doctrine of his Son, and 
become his disciple. 


Ver. 45. The 54th chapter of Isaiah containeth a description of God’s 
gracious care and providence over his Church; one instance whereof, ver. 
33, is this, ‘‘ And all thy children shall be taught of God.’’ Which must 
needs imply these two things: 1. That God would reveal that truth which 
the Church should profess; and this was eminently done by the Son of 
God himself coming down from heaven to make it known, and by the 
Holy Ghost inspiring the Apostles afterward. 2. That God would abun- 
dantly satisfy men by divine testimonies, that he had sent his Son into 
the world for that purpose. For these reasons, all that believe in Christ 
are taught of God. Now the force of our Saviour’s argument, from this pre- 
diction, lies in this: if God hath promised to reveal to men the knowledge 
of saving truth, and to convince them that he doth reveal it; then no man 
to whom this revelation is made shall want sufficient means of instruction 
and conviction ; and consequently, every man that is not under the power 
of worldly lusts and interests, will be effectually wrought upon by them. 
And this freedom from such prejudices, our Lord here calls hearing and 
learning of the Father, which is the same with being given or drawn to 
Christ (the phrase used before); and this intimates that it is something 
we do towards the preparing ourselves ; and that we may also hinder it: 
for hearing and learning are voluntary actions. A man may stop his ears 
against instruction, and alienate his mind from what is suggested to him: 
therefore something men may do to attain that honest heart which the 
divine inspiration worketh : they may also quench this work of the Holy 
Spirit. The meaning of the whole is, as if our Lord had said: You must 
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have God for your Master, before you can be the disciples of the Son: you 
must be prepared by those qualities, which there is no need of a new reve- 
lation to teach you, before you are fit to receive that doctrine which the 
Son brings. And now it is plain, that these very speeches and reasonings 
of our Saviour, tended to prepare them for conviction and faith: for by 
shewing them the great need of a teachable spirit in hearing and learning 
of God; and what blessings the want of this disposition would bereave 
them of, and by repeating and inculcating upon them, that great concern- 
ment of the resurrection at the last day; he did what was most proper in 
itself to dispose them to a,better mind, to weaken their prejudices, and to 
make them attend to those testimonies of his coming from God, which 
they had already seen, instead of desiring more signs, which in the temper 
they were in at present, would have done them no good if they had been 
granted. 


46. Not "that 
any man hath 
seen the Father, 
save he which is 
of God, he hath 
seen the Father. 


46. The meaning of which Scripture is 
not, that any man shall be immediately 
taught by the Father: for the will of the 
Father is not thus to be manifested to any of 
you, it being the privilege of the only begot- 
ten Son, intimately to know his mind, with- 
out the mediation of any other person (ch. 
i. 18.) 


47. Verily, 47. Take notice therefore of what I say, 
verily,I say unto The will of my Father, which by me he 
you, He that makes known to you, is this, that he who 


believeth on me 
hath everlasting 


life. 


receiveth my doctrine, firmly believing it, 
and submitting his heart and soul to it, 
shall as surely obtain everlasting life, as if 


he were possessed of it already. 


Ver.47 This saying of our Saviour explains all that he says about the 
necessity of eating, &c. shewing clearly, that he meant the believing of 
his doctrine, and being conformed to it in heart and life. For if he that 
believeth shall obtain everlasting life, then he eateth Christ, according to 
his meaning in this chapter, that believeth in him. 


48. Lam that 48. And therefore, as I told you before, 
bread of life. you are to look upon me as the true bread 
of life, whereof I have been speaking to you; 
for I came down from heaven to guide you 

to everlasting life. 


Ver. 48. Here our Lord calleth himself bread again, thereby implying 
what he afterwards expressed, that heis to be eaten. Now most certainly 
we are in such a sense to eat Christ, as that is wherein he is bread. But no 
man will say, that Jesus was, or can be properly bread ; therefore it is not 
eating him literally and properly that can be here meant, but only believ- 


ing on him, which is by the same figure called eating, whereby he called 
himself bread. 


49. Your fa- 
thers did eat 
manna in_ the 
wilderness, and 
are dead. 


90. This is 
the bread which 
cometh down 
Sromheaven,that 
a man may eat 
thereof, and not 
die. 
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49. Which should make you concerned 
to attend my instructions, instead of desiring 
such bread as Moses gave your fathers in 
the wilderness, which served only to sustain 
a short life in this world, for they are long 
since dead that eat it, (ver. 31, 34.) 

50. But I bring you food from heaven, 
which whosoever eateth, it shall preserve him 
to everlasting life: for I bring you a doctrine, 
the belief and obedience whereof will avail 
to your salvation; and I who bring it, am 
come with the highest authority to require 
your faith, and with divine testimonies of 
my authority to justify your faith; so that 
nothing is wanting to secure your salvation, 
but forwardness on your own parts to eat 
this heavenly food that I invite you to feast 
upon, now that it is brought down to you 
from heaven, and is as near you, as that 
bread wherewith I fed you yesterday in the 
wilderness. Nothing is wanting, I say, 
but that you would think who it is that 
God hath sent to you, and of how great 
concern to your souls that message is which 
I bring you from heaven, and how abun- 
dantly God hath testified that I come from 
him to give you everlasting life; and that 
considering these things, you would do like 
reasonable men, believe what I say, and 
receive my doctrine into your very hearts 
and souls, and give thanks to God for his 


unspeakable gift. 


Ver.50. This is the first place where our Saviour, in pursuance of that 
figure of calling himself bread, expresseth believing in him (ver. 35, 47), 
by eating him. In the 35th verse, where he also calls himself the bread of 
life, he did not pursue the figure throughout, by saying, he that eateth 
me, but he that cometh to me, 7.e. who is my disciple, shall never hunger ; 
and he that believeth on me (not he that drinketh me) shall never thirst : 
which makes it very plain, that by eating here, we are to understand 
believing ; not a corporeal, but a spiritual action. And because it does 
not yet appear that he limits the object of believing, we are therefore to 
understand him as speaking of the necessity of receiving his whole doc- 
trine, and submittiug to it in heart and life; which whosoever does shall 


not die, but live eternally. 


70 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


51. Tam the 
living bread, 
which came down 
from heaven. If 
any man eat of 
this bread, he 
shall live for 
ever; and the 
bread that I will 
gwe is my flesh, 
which I will 
give for the life 
of the world. 


51. And when I tell you, that I am 
the living bread which came dowa from 
heaven, and which he that eateth of shall 
live for ever ; as you are to understand this 
with respect to all that doctrine which I 
deliver, so especially with respect to that 
part of it, that I am come into the world to 
lay down my life for the salvation of man- 
kind. And as I came for this end, so I will 
give my body to the death, for the life of 
the world; which is an infinitely greater 
benefit, than either your fathers received 
from Moses, when he gave them manna to 


eat ; or than you received from me yesterday, 
when you were filled with that provision | 
made for your bodies. 


Ver. 51. Without doing great violence to our Saviour’s words in this place, 
they cannot be so understood, as if he promised to turn bread into his 
flesh, for the lifeof the world ; as they must suppose, who would ground /the 
Roman doctrine of transubstantiation upon this place. For if some such 
change were here to be understood, it must be quite contrary, viz. a 
change of his flesh into bread; inasmuch as he calls himself the living 
bread, and says, that ‘‘the bread which he would give was his flesh, that 
he would give for the life of the world.’’ If therefore it be insisted upon, 
that the words are to be properly understood, and that therefore a change 
must be supposed of one substance into another, it must not be of bread 
into the substance of Christ’s flesh, but of Christ’s flesh into the substance 
of bread: which interpretation I think, nobody has ever yet been so 
unreasonable as to contend for. What account therefore is to be given of 
these words, but this, that our Saviour having hitherto pursued a figura- 
tive way of speaking, upon the occasion so often mentioned, went on in 
the same way of expression, to lay before them that principal doctrine of 
the Gospel, that Christ was to die for the salvation of mankind: which is 
the plain sense of giving his flesh to be bread for us: for he gave his 
flesh for the life of the world, when he gave himself to the death for us all : 
and his flesh so given, is bread to us, because his death is the means of 
our living for ever. 

And whereas Christ mentioned the giving of his flesh for the life of the 
world, as a future thing; and likewise the giving of his flesh to be bread ; 
it does not follow, that because the former was to be performed upon the 
cross only, therefore the latter was to be performed only in the eucharist. 
This, I say, does not follow, unless it could be proved that he promised, 
in those words, to give us his natural flesh to be eaten properly in the 
eucharist ; which I have shewn is impossible to be proved from hence. 
Still therefore we are to understand, not a corporeal, but a spiritual eat- 
ing: and whereas our Saviour said, ‘‘ The bread which I will give is my 
flesh, which I will give for the life of the world ;”’ the meaning is this, 
that his flesh shall be given for the life of the world once for all; but the 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 71 


spiritual food, or nourishment, which his flesh so given should afford, 
would be given evermore, not only in the eucharist, but in the whole mini- 
stration of the Gospel; which holds forth the death of Christ to be believed, 
and offers the blessed fruits and advantages thereof to all that are dis- 
posed to partake of them. 

Itis also objected against this interpretation, That if the doctrine of our 
Lord’s passion, and the believing of it, be here meant, no reason can be 
given, why our Saviour should speak in the future tense, ‘‘ the bread which 
{ will give is my flesh :’’ since this spiritual food was no less given before 
the incarnation and passion of Christ, than afterward; for the patriarchs 
lived, and were nourished by faith. And therefore if spiritual eating be 
only intended, Christ seemed to promise a new thing, which yet he had 
given of old: so that his promise is to be understood of giving his natural 
flesh to be eaten, which was never done before the eucharist. This is the 
objection: and a very strange one it must needs be to him that shall 
consider, 1. That our Saviour speaketh in the future tense to the woman 
of Samaria, where yet the expression is acknowledged to be figurative, and 
the meaning of it to be believing : ‘‘ Whosoever drinketh of the water that 
I shall give him, shall never thirst ; but the water thatI shall give him 
(Ow@ow) shall be in him a well,’? &c. Now would not this be rare 
arguing : Our Lord says, ‘‘ I will give water ;’’ therefore he promised some- 
thing that he had never given before; therefore spiritual drinking, or 
believing, is not meant, because the patriarchs believed of old, therefore 
the promise is to be taken literally and properly ? And yet this is that 
very argument to prove the literal sense in this verse. But then, 2. Our 
Lord speaks of the necessity of present eating his flesh, and drinking his 
blood, in the 53rd and 54th verses. And therefore the argument from 
the future tense, to prove that he spake properly of the eucharist, is insuf- 
ficient. 3. Supposing that all had been future, and that something was 
promised, more than had been formally given; yet it follows not that 
Christ spake properly of the eucharist, much less of giving his flesh pro- 
perly to be eaten there. For although the Fathers believed of old, yet the 
doctrine of the passion was never clearly understood by the faithful before 
our Saviour’s time, no, nor as yet by his own disciples. Our Saviour 
did now and then mention it, and here he gave them some intimations of it, 
which they understood not then so well as they did afterwards. (See note 
on ver. 53.) Himself said to them, ‘‘ Many prophets and righteous men 
have desired to see those things that ye have seen, and have not seen 
them; and to hear those things that ye hear, and have not heard them,”’ 
Matth. xiii.17. And yet his disciples hitherto had attained to a very 
imperfect knowledge of Christianity, to what they had afterwards. 
Although therefore the good men of old were justified by faith, and saw 
the promises afar off, and had some general intimations of the Gospel ; 
yet whether the particular objects of our faith were not a new thing 
worthy of Christ’s promise, I leave indifferent men to judge. 

Lastly, It has been said, that the natural flesh of Christ was to be given 
or offered upon the cross substantially or properly for the life of the 
world, and therefore the same flesh was to be given with the same propriety, 
to be bread for us, and to be eaten by us, viz. in the eucharist. To 
which I answer, 1. as before, That this arguing will conclude more than 
they desire who urge it. For if the former clause is to be understood in 
the same strictness and propriety of words with the latter clause, then the 
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flesh of Christ was to become bread properly. For he said, ‘‘ The bread 
which I will give is my flesh.’’ But, 2. It is much more reasonable to 
understand the giving of his flesh to be bread, according to the meaning 
of this kind of expressions throughout the whole discourse: and our 
adversaries do acknowledge, that those passages, ‘‘ I am the bread of life ;’’ 
‘¢ He that eateth of this bread shall live for ever ;’’ that is, all of this kind 
from verse 32, to this very clause in verse 51, are to be understood of 
spiritual eating, i.e. of believing. Since therefore our Saviour gave no 
manner of intimation that he changed his style, there is more reason to 
interpret those words, of giving his flesh to be bread, and of eating his 
flesh, and drinking his blood, in a sense agreeable to that wherein eating 
Him is to be understood all along before, than to understand them properly, 
that is to say, of bodily eating; although it is the flesh of Christ which is 
given to be eaten, that flesh which was substantially and properly given 
for the life of the world. 


52. The Jews 52. Upon this the Jews disputed against 


therefore strove 
among __ them- 
selves, saying, 
How can this 
man give us his 
fresh to eat ? 


53. Then Jesus 
said unto them, 
Verily, verily, I 
say unto you, 
Hacept ye eat 
the flesh of the 
Son of man, and 
drink his blood, 
ye have no life 
im you. 


him afresh, the greater part of them taking 
his last words in a gross sense, as if he had 
promised to give them his flesh to eat with 
their teeth, and to swallow it down their 
throats, as their forefathers had eaten 
manna, and as they had eaten in the wil- 
derness the day before. And upon this 
advantage which they thought they had 
against him, they exclaimed as if he had 
spoken absurdly and inhumanly, and taught 
his disciples to devour man’s flesh. 

53. But notwithstanding this perverse 
construction of his words, Jesus did not 
think fit to deliver his meaning in such pro- 
per expressions as might avoid all the cavils 
of these unreasonable men, but deferring for 
awhile a further explication of himself, he 
vehemently repeated his doctrme, under 
such expressions and figurative speeches, 
as they had hitherto given him just occa- 
sion to use; only to signify that he was to 
die a violent and bloody death for the sal- 
vation of mankind: to that expression of 
eating his flesh, he added another, of drink- 
ing his blood; affirming, that except they 
did this, they must not expect eternal life. 
As ifhe had said, ‘‘ Except ye believe the 
merit of that sacrifice which I shall offer for 
the sins of the world, and own me for your 
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Saviour in dying, a painful and ignominious 
death for your sakes, and learn charity, and 
patience, and humility, and resignation to 
the will of God, by my sufferings, ye have 
not spiritual, nor shall have eternal life.’ 


Ver. 53. If it be asked, why our Saviour still persisted in a figurative 
and allusive way of expression, although he saw their gross, and perhaps 
wilful mistake of his former words? (ver. 52.) It may be answered, 
That he knew good reason for it, though the reason be not left upon record. 
However, a probable conjecture ought to suffice in such a case as this, 
where the objection is, that no account can be given of it. I answer there- 
fore, that our Lord did not think fit to foretel the ignominious death he 
was to suffer upon the cross, so publicly as he foretold his resurrection. 
Sometimes he told his disciples that he was to suffer, and be killed (Matth. 
xvi. 21); but to others he intimated it obscurely, with intention that they 
might afterwards remember what he-said, rather than that they should 
understand it presently. - But neither to the multitude, nor to his disciples, 
did he clearly signify the reasons and ends of his passion ; this seeming to 
be one of those things that they could not bear now, but which the Com- 
forter should reveal to them afterward. It may therefore be said, that 
our Lord did not deliver the doctrine concerning the death he was to 
suffer, and the blessed fruits thereof to all believers, in such like plain 
words and expressions, as I have endeavoured to use in the Paraphrase, 
because he used to conceal the former from the people, and reserve the 
clear manifestation of the latter, till after his resurrection and ascension, 
when these sayings would be brought to remembrance, and better under- 
stood than they were at first. But one may ask, Why did he not at least 
tell these men, that these were still but expressions of spiritual things, by 
way of allusion to things sensible ? To which I answer, That he did thus 
explain himself to his disciples presently after, and that upon occasion of 
this gross mistake (see ver. 62, 63), and nothing appears to the contrary, 
but that this explication was made in the synagogue, in the hearing of all. 
But whether it was so or not, it is sufficient for us that he explained him- 
selfas he did to the disciples. 

In the mean time, Cardinal Cajetan’s argument, that this place cannot 
be understood of the eucharist, because then it would infer a necessity of 
the people’s receiving the cup, is an argument ad homines, plain and 
strong. Neither is it to be avoided, by pretending that Christ does not 
speak of the species of either bread or wine, but of the things contained under 
them ; and therefore, that because whole Christ is contained under one 
kind, the condition of eternal life is fulfilled, by receiving him under 
either kind: for they that receive him under the species of a wafer, or a 
morsel of bread only, which is to be eaten, cannot with any modesty be 
said to drink his blood ; which is yet made as necessary as eating his flesh. 
We grant, that eating and drinking being taken as figurative expressions, 
do signify the same thing, viz. believing ; and we say, that believing, 
when it is expressed by eating his flesh and drinking his blood, refers to 
that particular object of faith, the death of Christ, signified. by the separate 
mention of his body and blood. But eating and drinking being taken 
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properly, do not signify the same thing. If therefore our Saviour is to 
be understood properly, of receiving him in the eucharist, by eating his 
flesh and drinking his blood: the words are plain, beyond all dispute, 
that he is to be received by drinking his blood there, as well as by eating 
his flesh; which since the Church of Rome denies to the laity, the 
Cardinal had good reason not to understand these words of the eucharist, 
being concerned, as he was, to make the best of all those usages which he 
found in his Church. And yet I doubt this great man had not quite de- 
livered that Church from all the reproof this very text has for their half- 
communion. For although these words are not to be understood 
properly of the eucharist ; yet, 1 think, what Grotius says, cannot be rea- 
sonably denied, viz. that here is a tacit allusion to the eucharist. And if 
that be true, the text even thus taken, will condemn their withholding the 
cup from the laity. For the allusion must consist in this, that, as accord- 
ing to the institution of the eucharist, the holy bread, and cup, were sepa- 
rately taken to shew forth the violent death of Christ; so in these words 
of eating his flesh, and drinking his blood, the believing of his merito- 
rious death, and following the example of his patience, &c. is expressed by 
the separate mention of his flesh and blood, and therefore of eating the 
one, and drinking the other. Which allusion is so apt, that I should not 
wonder, if it inclines those that inquire no further, to believe that our 
Saviour here speaks of the eucharist. But since the separate taking of 
the holy bread and the holy cup in the eucharist on the one side, and the 
separate mention of his flesh and blood on the other, is that in which the 
allusion consists, it is utterly destroyed by the pretended concomitance, 7. e. 
by giving the body and blood, not as separated, but as united ; or by giving 
the body and blood to be eaten; not the flesh to be eaten, and the blood 
to be drunk. In short, as our Saviour did sacramentally represent his 
death, by taking the holy bread, and the holy cup, separately, and giving 
them separately ; so he did in words, alluding to that sacrament, represent 
the same death, z. e. by the distinct mention of his flesh and his blood ; 
and he represented also the necessity of faith in his death, under the 
distinct expressions of eating his flesh, and drinking his blood. And there- 
fore they who in the eucharist pretend to give both kinds in one, destroy 
the reason why these words allude to the eucharist. But if they say, that 
our Saviour here speaks properly of the eucharist, nothing can be more 
evident, than that they openly condemn themselves, in denying that to the 
people, which, as they say, he required in proper and express terms, and 
that is, the drinking of his blood. 

And in truth, they destroy the significancy of the sacrament, which is 
no otherwise a representation of our Lord’s death, than as it represents 
the separation of his flesh and blood. And then I desire them to tell me, 
how they can be said to commemorate the death of Christ, by receiving a 
sacrament that shews forth the separation of his body and blood, who do 
not receive them separated, but united? St. Paul, concluding the end of 
the sacrament, from the institution of it, said, ‘‘As often as ye eat this 
bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come. ”’ 
The reason whereof is exceeding plain, wiz. because the separation of the 
blood from the body, is shewn by the distinct taking of the bread and 
the cup, to eat the one, and drink the other. But this reason is so con- 
founded by the half-communion, and the doctrine of concomitance, that 
the institution is not ouly contradicted, but, I fear, the sacrament is denied 
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to them that receive one kind only ; and that they have not so much as 


a half-communion, inasmuch as they do not receive a sacrament that 
shews the death of Christ. 


54. Whoso 54. ‘ But he that is so far from rejecting 
eateth my flesh, me, and being offended at me, because of 
and drinketh my that painful death which I am to suffer, 
blood, hath eter- that he doth, on the other hand, receive 
nal life; and I all that divine instruction which it does 
will raise him afford, and turns it into spiritual nourish- 
up at the last ment, by learning the high displeasure of 
day. God against sin; and his infinite love to 

mankind ; and the vanity of this world, and 
the worth of his own soul, and the necessity 
of repentance, and of a godly life; my 
death shall be to him a means of that eter- 
nal life, to which I shall raise him at the 
last day; and this as certainly, as if he 
were now in actual possession of it.” 


Ver. 54. Because our Lord continues in his speech to make a separate 
mention of his flesh and blood; it follows, that he still speaks of his 
death, and the particular doctrine concerning his death, which would be 
entertained with the greatest difficulty, viz. that he was a sacrifice for the 
sins of the world; and therefore a Saviour, because crucified, &c. The 
lively belief whereof is that which our Lord means by eating his flesh, and 
drinking his blood; and not eating and drinking the sacrament of his 
body and blood; which a man may do to his condemnation. And there- 
fore, although St. Austin sometimes understood these words of the 
eucharist, yet he did not so understand them, as if every one who partakes 
of the eucharist, does also eat the flesh, and drink the blood of Christ; for 
he manifestly denied that the wicked were partakers of the very body 
of Christ, though they partook of the sacrament of his body: and yet it is 
impossible but they must do the one as well as the other, if it be true, 
that the proper substance of the body of Christ is in the sacrament, as 
the Church of Rome pretends. And by consequence, if this corporeal 
eating be intended, it seems clearly to follow, that no man who partakes 
of the eucharist can be damned; which is certainly very false, and there- 
fore corporeal eating cannot be meant here, but only spiritual eating. 
And so St. Austin understood it, although he applied these words some- 
times to the eucharist, inasmuch as he denied that the wicked do eat the 
flesh, and drink the blood of Christ, although with their mouths they take 
the sacrament of his body and blood. But because this spiritual eating, 
which is necessary to salvation, is by no means confined to the partici- 
pation of the eucharist; and because many do not partake spiritually in 
the body and blood of Christ, that yet do partake of the sacrament, I 
cannot understand why our Saviour should {speak here directly and pro~ 
perly of the eucharist ; and therefore I adhere to the sense of those Fathers 
who interpret this place, and those that follow, of spiritual actions only. 
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55. For my 55. “So that the doctrme concerning 
flesh is meat my sufferings and death, which will give 
indeed, and my the greatest offence to unbelievers, is the 
blood is drink most excellent meat and drink, because it 
indeed. is the food of souls, when it is received 

with a firm and efficacious faith ; and will 
secure also the resurrection of the body to 
everlasting life.” 

Ver. 55. He continues to distinguish the flesh from the blood, and 
therefore still speaks of his passion, giving some kind of pre-eminence to 
faith in his death, above the belief of other particular doctrines, though 
that would be admitted with greatest difficulty. 

56. He that 56. “And therefore he that believeth 
eateth my flesh, my death to be a sacrifice for the sins of 
and drinkethmy the world, and does thereby learn that duty 
blood, dwelleth which it teacheth, and receive that comfort 
in me, and I in which it affordeth, he will love me, and 
him. devote himself entirely to my service, be- 

cause I have thus humbled myself; though 
that be the reason for which such as you 
will be violently prejudiced against me. 
And on the other side, he shall be pecu- 
liarly beloved and cared for by me: for 
though in love to mankind I am to be 
made an offering for sin, yet it is a par- 
ticular care I shall express towards those 
who have a true sense of my sufferings in 
their behalf, who make a right use of them, 
and return that thankfulness and obedience 
which their faith requires.” (1 Tim. iy. 10.) 

Ver. 56. His pursuance of the same expression, still shews that he 
speaks of the same thing, viz. believing his death to be a sacrifice, &c. 
And here he intimates, that his sufferings, which would be a stumbling- 
block to unbelievers, would be an effectual engagement to all good men 
to love him; and that their fervent love, and humble gratitude, would be 
rewarded with his especial love. For as God’s dwelling in men, signifies 
his gracious presence amongst them, and his delight in doing them good ; ~ 
so their dwelling in him, signifies their love to him, and constant attendance 
upon the doing of his will, and the delight they have in knowing them- 
selves to be always in his presence. 

57. As the 57. “And one remarkable expression 
living Father (and that of weight enough to make you 
hath sent me, consider what I say) of my peculiar love to 
and I live by the every such believer, is what I have told you 
Father: so he already, and I do earnestly repeat it again : 


- 
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that eateth me, as sure as the Father who sent me will 

even he shall raise me from the dead; so surely will I 

live by me. raise up every one to everlasting life that 
believeth my doctrine, and liveth by his 
faith.” 


Ver. 57. Here our Lord seems to leave the special consideration of his 
sufferings and death, and to speak now of his whole doctrine, as he had 
done before; for as by eating his flesh and drinking his blood, we are 
to understand believing the merit and instruction of his death, &c. so by 
eating him, we are taught before (ver. 35, 47,50) to understand believing 
him in general, that is, believing all his doctrine. 

58." This is 58. “‘Mark therefore what I said to you 
thatbread which (ver. 33, 35) at first, that I am that true 
came down from bread from heaven, wherewith the manna 
heaven; not as that your fathers eat, and the bread which 
your fathers did you eat yesterday, are not to be compared ; 
eat manna, and for they were good for nothing but to 
are dead. He preserve a mortal life for a short time; 
that eateth of whereas he that feedeth upon the word 
this bread shall and doctrine which God hath sent you from 
live for ever. heaven, shall be raised from the dead, to 

ascend thither, and to live there for ever.” 

Ver. 58. Here he concludes all, with returning to the same thing, and 
using the very expressions that he began withal (ver. 32, 35, 50), than 
which we need not a clearer proof, that he all along spake in the same style, 


and in those expressions of eating and drinking, perpetually alluded to the 
manna and the loaves in the wilderness; which gave occasion to all this 


discourse. 


59.These things 
said he in the 
synagogue, as he 
taught in Caper- 
naum. 


59. These things he said publicly in the 
synagogue at Capernaum, where the people, 
whom he had fed in the wilderness, found 
him (ver. 24, 25), and gave him the 
occasion of discoursing in this manner, by 
following him for the loaves (ver. 26), and 
(when they found themselves disappointed) 
by settmg the manna which Moses gave 
their fathers against the feeding so many 
thousands the day before (ver. 31). And 
the great end of his discourse upon this oc- 
casion, was, to draw their mind from worldly 
to heavenly things, and to make them more 
desirous of the spiritual and heavenly 
benefits of his miracles, than of the bodily 
relief which they had found by them. 
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60. Manythere- 
fore of his dis- 
ciples, when they 
had heard this, 
said, This is an 
hard saying; who 
can hear it ? 


61. WhenJesus 
knew in himself 
that his disciples 
murmured at tt, 
he said unto 
them, Doth this 
offend you ? 

62. What and 
if ye shall see 
the Son of man 
ascend up where 
he was before ? 


63. It is the 
spirit that quick- 
eneth; the flesh 
profiteth no- 
thing : the words 
that I speak 
unto you, they 
are spirit, and 
they are life. 


60. But because he expressed his mind in 
this figurative way, and was by many under- 
stood, as if he had commended to them the 
eating of his flesh, and drinking of his blood, 
in the literal sense; therefore many, even 
of those that had for some time followed 
him, talked amongst themselves, as if these 
sayings of their Master must needs be 
offensive to the ears of all persons that had 
a sense of humanity; and as for themselves, 
that they knew not what to make of them. 

61. Neither did they desire him to ex- 
plain himself further ; but he, by his divine 
spirit, knowing what they muttered amongst 
themselves, applied himself to them in par- 
ticular, and upbraided them in this manner 
for taking so unreasonable an offence against 
him. 

62. ‘When you shall see me ascend up 
to heaven, it will not seem strange that I 
came down from thence; and because even 
then it will remain necessary that you should 
eat my flesh and drink my blood, you may 
be sure I do not mean that gross feeding 
upon my flesh, and drinking my blood, in 
which you understand what I have said ; 
for my body will then be too far removed 
from the conversation of mortal men, to be 
capable of being so used. 

63. “No; when I speak to you of the 
conditions of obtaining everlasting life, 
though I have now expressed them by 
eating my flesh and drmking my blood ; 
yet you had reason to understand me of 
spiritual actions, which do indeed tend to 
the bettermg of the inward man. For they 
are such things only that feed the soul, and 
can preserve it to eternal life: but to this 
purpose the flesh profiteth nothing ; no, not 
my own flesh, if you should eat it as grossly 
as you understand my sayings: for even 
this would be but bodily nourishment, but 
would have no influence upon the mind. 
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But if you would know what those things 
are that better the soul (and it is my busi- 
ness to call you off from that solicitous care 
you take of your mortal bodies, to mind your 
souls, and to provide for a blessed resurrec- 
tion): if, I say, you would know what 
things are proper for the improvement of 
the mind, they are the words that I speak 
unto you, they are those precepts of a 
heavenly life, and those promises of eternal 
life which I have laid before you; that 
faith which I require you to have in my 
death, and that example of doctrine, charity, 
and humility, which I require you to follow. 
These are the spiritual means of renewing 
your minds, and therefore means also of 
fittmg you for eternal life. 


Ver. 61, 62, 63. Our Lord perceiving how grossly the Jews and 
some of his own disciples understood those expressions, of eating his flesh 
and drinking his blood, did upon this occasion explain his own meaning as 
fully as he did to Nicodemus in the point of regeneration. For Nicodemus 
having said, ‘‘ How can a man be born when he is old? Can he enter the 
second time into his mother’s womb and be born? Jesus answered, 
Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a man be born of water, and of the 
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God. That which is born of 
the flesh is flesh ; and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit.’”” Which 
was as much as to say, ‘‘ The flesh profiteth nothing, (as here, ver. 63). 
And if you were, by a strange mjgacle, to be born again the natural way, 
by this fleshly birth you would come again but into a mortal life; but 
that fleshly birth would not avail you for everlasting life.’’ In the very 
same manner our Saviour repeated, in this chapter, those sayings which 
the Jews, and some of his own disciples, were offended at; and in the 
same manner he explained them afterwards, “It is the spirit that 
quickeneth ; the flesh profiteth nothing: the words that I speak unto you, 
they are spirit, and they are life.’’ Which being compared with the 
answer to Nicodemus, now mentioned and explained; by the light that 
answer affords, can yield no other meaning, than that which I have expressed 
in the Paraphrase. 

As for the 62nd verse, it might be intended as an answer to that par- 
ticular exception against him, mentioned verse 42, that he was the son of 
Joseph, and could not therefore reasonably pretend to come down from 
heaven: to which, if our Lord referred, his words are a proper answer, 
viz. that when they should see him ascend into heaven, they would no 
longer doubt of the truth of hiscoming from thence. But I rather thnk 
those words refer to that great offence which some of his own disciples took 
against him, that he should speak of their eating of his flesh, and drinking 
of his blood: for they were his disciples only that saw him ascend. And 
when they should know that he was in heaven, they could not, without 
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great stupidity, think that he would give them his flesh to eat, and his 
blood to drink, in that gross sense wherein they understood him. How- 
ever, | have put both these interpretations into the Paraphrase. 


64. But there 
are some of you 
that believe not. 
For Jesus knew 
from the begin- 
ning who they 
were that be- 
lieved not, and 
who should be- 
tray him. 


65. And he 
said, Therefore 
said I unto you, 
that no man can 
come unto me, 
except it were 
given unto him of 


my Father. 


66. From that 
time many of his 
disciples went 
back, andwalked 
no more with 
him. 


67. Then said 
Jesus unto the 
twelve, Will ye 
also go away ? 


68. Then Si- 
mon Peter an- 


64. “But no wonder that you wrest my 
sayings to so absurd a sense as you do; for 
there are some amongst you that dislike my 
doctrine, and are grown weary of following 
me, and wait for an opportunity to leave me.” 
For as soon as any man professed himself 
his disciple, Jesus knew how he stood 
affected towards him. And he did not only 
know who of the multitude that followed 
him would revolt, but likewise which of his 
Apostles would betray him. See ver. 36. 

65. And Jesus added, ‘‘ Because I knew 
that there were some such amongst you, 
therefore I thought fit to tell you before 
(ver. 37, 39, 44), that my doctrine would 
never be heartily entertained by any but 
those whom God had prepared for it, by 
enduing them with a mind willing to learn, 
and with a prevailing desire of obtaining 
God’s favour, and eternal life.” 

66. Upon this close application of his 
doctrine to the consciences of those insin- 
cere disciples of his; they finding them- 
selves discoverdél, and that it was to no 
purpose to dissemble, resolved to pretend 
themselves his disciples no longer, and went 
off from him without more ado. 

67. Jesus seemg them turn their backs 
upon him, took this occasion, both to shew 
that some of his disciples were sincere, and 
that he cared not to be followed by any but 
those that were willing; and therefore he 
said to the twelve, You see I do not compel 
men to follow me, but that I let them 
depart if they will go. Now what say you? 
Will ye still continue my disciples, or 
follow the example of these men, and go 
away ? 

68. Whereupon Peter (who was still the 
most forward speaker in his Master’s cause) 
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swered him, answered for himself and the rest: Lord, 
Lord, to whom our greatest concern is to attain eternal life ; 
shall we go? and there is none other but thyself who can 
thou hast the guide us to it. And we understand, that 
words of eternal those very sayings of thine, with which 
life. these men were so unreasonably offended, 
do shew us the necessity of believing thy 
words and doctrine (as thou didst now tell 
them) (ver. 63), that we may live for ever. 


Ver. 68. “‘ Thou hast the words of eternal life.’’ This saying of St. 
Peter confirms the interpretation I have given of ver. 63. For here he 
seems plainly to repeat our Lord’s sense almost in the same words ; ‘‘ the 
words that I speak unto you, they are life ;’’ or, the words of eternal life : 
as if St. Peter had said, We do not understand thee in that gross and 
absurd sense to which these men have perverted thy sayings; for we per- 
ceive that thou speakest of those doctrines and revelations by which we 
are to be guided to eternal life. Butif St. Peter had understood our 
Saviour in that sense wherein the unbelieving Jews and his revolted 
disciples understood him, St. Peter’s answer would surely have been to 
this purpose: Whatever appearance there is of inhumanity and contra- 
diction, in giving thy flesh to be eaten, and thy blood to be drunk, for 
the life of the world ; yet we believe that we shall eat thy natural flesh, 
and drink, &c. because thou hast saidit: for though this hard saying 
staggered those men that are gone off, yetit does not stagger us at all. 
This had been a confession of faith suitable to the occasion, and to the 
spirit of St. Peter, if he had understood our Saviour as the Jews did. At 
least he would have used those very expressions which our Saviour used 
when the Jews took offence; 7. e. he would have said, To whom should 
we go but to thee, who wilt give us thy flesh to eat, and thy blood to 
drink, that we may have eternal life? But when he rather chose to 
confess his faith in the explanatory words, ver. 63, ‘‘ Thou hast the 
words of eternal life ;”’ I think a reasonable man must acknowledge, that 
St. Peter did not understand our Saviour’s expressions as the perverse 
Jews understood them. 


69. And we 69. And we have already arrived to this 
believe and are faith, by seeing thy mighty works, and 
sure that thou hearing thy divine doctrines; for by these 
art that Christ, testimonies we are convinced, beyond all 
the Son of the doubt, that thou art the promised Messias ; 
living God. and whereas these men called thee the Son 

of Joseph, we assuredly believe that thou 
art the Son of that God who giveth life to all, 
and wilt give eternal life to all that believe 
in thee. And to this answer of Peter’s all 
the rest assented. 

Ver. 69. And St. Peter having thus shewed plainly enough what he 
understood by the flesh and blood of Jesus, viz. his doctrine, or words of 
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eternal life ; he shews as plainly in this verse what he and the rest under- 
stood by eating, viz. believing, as Jesus himself had explained it before, 
verse 47. Therefore, says he, ‘‘ And we believe and are sure,’”’ &c. So 
that by what St. Peter said upon this occasion, it appears sufficiently, 
that if Jesus had meant the literal and gross sense, the Jews and the 
disciples that forsook him understood him aright ; and Peter, and the rest 
of the apostles and disciples that staid, mistook him ; which is certain they 
did not, because our Saviour approved what St. Peter said in the name of 
all the rest. And in the interpretation of our Saviour’s words, it is, I 
believe, more safe to follow St. Peter, with the approbation of our Saviour, 
than to follow any of his successors without it. 


70. Jesus an- 
swered them, 
ITave not I cho- 
sen you twelve, 
and one of you 


70. But this being spoken in the name 
of all, Jesus, to shew that he as well under- 
stood the hearts of his twelve apostles, as 
he did of the multitude of his disciples 
(ver. 64), answered them to this purpose: 


ws a devil ? What one of you hath said in behalf of all, 
is true of all but one. I have indeed chosen 
you twelve before all my other disciples, to 
be my chief companions and ministers ; but 
there is one of you who already hates me, 
and is treacherously bent to do me mischief. 

71. Though he did not mention Judas 
the traitor, yet he meant him, and not any 


other of the apostles. 


71. He spake 
of Judas Is- 
cariot, the son 
of Simon: for 
he it was that 
should betray 
him, being one of 
the twelve. 


THE CONCLUSION. 


Anp now I heartily beseech all into whose hands these 
papers may chance to come, not to think that this chapter is to 
be done withal, when they are once satisfied what our Lord’s 
meaning was in those expressions of “ eating him,” and the 
like; but that they would please to attend to the reason and 
end of these and such kind of sayings; which will convince 
them, I doubt not, that this excellent chapter is fit to be thought 
of, and laid to heart every day they live. 

Great pity it is, that this portion of God’s word also should 
come to be a bone of contention ; which was designed to beget 
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and improve in the disciples of Jesus, a spirit of true wisdom 
and piety, and to establish them in a holy life. 

That which our Lord principally aimed at in all this dis- 
course, was, to make his hearers concerned in good earnest for 
their eternal state, which will at first sight appear to any man 
that mindeth how often those sayings return, of “ everlasting 
life,’ and ‘living for ever,’ and being “ raised up at the last 
day.’ Now this indeed seemed to be his great design in almost 
all his sermons and applications to the people ; from whence we 
may gather this profitable instruction, that men were more or 
less prepared to receive the truth as it is m Jesus, according as 
they were more or less affected with the end of his coming into 
the world, which was to bring them to everlasting life. 

But in this chapter, and in some others, there is a peculiar 
instruction tending to this purpose, which we ought all of us 
very frequently to consider, not slighting it, because it is very 
plain, but making much of it, both because it is very useful, 
and strongly suggested by our Lord himself. And it is m short 
this, that the care we are at, and the pains we take for the 
welfare of this short life, should awaken in us a greater care 
and concern for our everlasting welfare: and that we who are 
so thoughtful and diligent in pursuing our temporal interests, 
should be ashamed, and count ourselves reproved by our worldly 
cares, if we are not much more careful to work out our salvation. 
This was the method our Lord took to bring those people. to 
wisdom ; and therefore he represented to them the means and 
conditions of everlasting life, under the names of those things 
which their hearts had hitherto been most set upon, z. e. bread, 
and eating, and drinking. For these were the men that had 
been fed by him the day before; and now they followed him 
for the loaves, that is, in hope to reap such bodily advantages 
as these from him every day. But to bring them to some sense 
of better things, and to lead them towards a due esteem of that 
end for which he came into the world, he proceeds in his 
admonitions, by calling the spiritual benefits which he had in 
store for them, bread, and food; and their receiving those 
benefits, eating and drinking ; ever and anon letting them know, 
that if they eat and drank of that food which he came to give 
them, they should live for ever. And what was the instruction 
of this way of discoursing to them, but that if the bodily food, 
for which they were so solicitous, were a valuable enjoyment, 
which yet would serve but for the prolonging of a mortal life, 
how ought they to hunger and thirst for the meat which would 
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preserve them for ever? And therefore when he came, in the 
same way of speaking, to intimate to them those benefits of his 
passion, which they would better understand afterwards than 
they could at present, he told them, “ My flesh is meat indeed, 
and my blood is drink indeed ;”’ as if he had told them in 
plainer words than he thought fit to use at that time: “ It is 
infinitely more profitable to enjoy the fruits of my sufferings 
and death, by being reconciled to God, by forbearing to provoke 
his justice, and by following my example, than if I should take 
the same care of you as long as I live which I did yesterday, 
when I fed your bodies by a miracle.” 

And this indeed seemed to be our Saviour’s great design in 
preaching the necessity of faith and repentance, and a godly 
life to the people, under so many figurative expressions as we 
find he used, viz. to lead them by temporal things to the care 
of things eternal, and to raise their minds from earth to heaven 
by.a most familiar and convincing way of arguing with them, 
from earthly things themselves. Therefore, if he found them 
valuing themselves upon their liberty, or careful for life, or 
labouring for wealth, or solicitous for food: he called himself 
sometimes, and sometimes his doctrine, and their receiving of 
it, liberty, life, and treasure, and meat, and drink, as occasion 
required ; and this to let them understand, that there was a 
more real good to be found in faith and piety, than in these, 
or any other kind of worldly advantages ; and that whatever 
reason they had to be concerned for these transitory enjoyments, 
they had much more to be careful in receiving as they ought 
those spiritual good things which he came to confer upon them. 

If therefore we will suffer ourselves to be instructed by such 
passages as these are; most of us, I fear, may learn, from our 
concern about the things of this world, to be ashamed of our 
remissness in providing for a better: and all of us should learn 
to reflect very often upon matters of greater concernment, when 
we are engaged even in the honest designs of this life, and 
pursuing the lawful business thereof ; and so we should in some 
measure preach to ourselves, as Christ once did to his hearers 
when he was upon earth. 

And we should not think that the Jews only had need of 
this kind of instruction, who, I confess, had been educated 
under a law, that promised little else besides temporal advan- 
tages to those that observed it; but that we ourselves, who 
know the great blessings promised in the Gospel to be spiritual 
and eternal, stand in need also of such admonitions as these 
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are: for the cares of this world, and the love of its riches, and 
pleasures, and honours, are as apt to take hold of us, as they 
were of the Jews, if we do not take pains to affect ourselves 
deeply with that truth concerning another life, which our Lord 
Jesus hath revealed, and to the belief of which we have been 
educated in his Church. And if we have less prejudice against 
these doctrines than the Jews had, and yet are swallowed up 
with this world as much as they were, we are but the more in- 
excusable. So that undoubtedly the advantage we have over 
them should make us the more concerned to lay these things 
to heart ; because we are so much the more to blame, if know- 
ing these things almost from our infancy, we do not practise 
accordingly. 

Nay, when the profession of the true faith does bring in 
worldly advantages, there seems to be as much (if not more) 
reason to reflect in this manner upon ourselves, as when nothing 
was to be gotten by it in this world, but the loss of all things. 
We are then doubtless to remember, that the “ kingdom of 
Christ is not of this world,’ and that the good things of this 
life are not the rewards which he hath promised ; but that by 
setting our hearts inordinately upon that worldly ease and pro- 
fit which we enjoy by the profession of true Christianity, we 
are in the way of losing that fruit thereof which will last for 
ever, and the hope of which was all that our Lord used to 
invite men to become his disciples. 

If we follow Christ for the loaves, we shall forsake him when 
we find ourselves disappointed, as the Jews at Capernaum did, 
and take occasions and pretences so to do as easily as they and 
some of his own disciples found them. For we are not to 
think, that that saying, ‘‘ Except ye eat the flesh,”’ &c., was the 
true cause of their going off from him, but only such a plau- 
sible occasion as they had a good while waited for. The reason 
of their offence at the bottom, was, that they had long since 
perceived our Saviour was not likely to satisfy their worldly 
expectations, and they did not believe it worth their while to 
follow him for a reward in another life ; which prejudice against 
him had destroyed all their faith, as he told them himself, 
“There are some among you that believe not,” ver. 64. They 
were those that said, ver. 60, ‘This is an hard saying, who 
can hear it?’ For it is not said, that all, but only, ‘‘ Many 
of his disciples when they had heard this, said, This is an 
hard,” &c., viz. those very men of whom he said, “ But there 
are some among you that believe not,” ver. 64, 2. e. who had 
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followed him for worldly advantages, as the Jews did from the 
wilderness to Capernaum: of whom our Lord said the same 
thing, viz. that “ they believed not,” ver. 36. For though 
but the day before they had acknowledged him to be the Pro- 
phet that was to come into the world; yet finding that he was 
hkely to disappoint their worldly hopes, they presently changed 
their opinion of him. So that a sincere aim at everlasting life 
is very necessary even towards a constant belief and profession 
of the faith. 

And much more to a practice answerable to it; which will, 
as I said before, be advanced not a little, if we will use ourselves 
to consider what care we are at for these mortal bodies, and 
this worldly life; and what reason there is to be incomparably 
more concerned for a blessed resurrection to eternal life; which 
I make not the least doubt, is the great instruction we are to 
learn from these figurative discourses of our blessed Saviour. 
And if we constantly have it in our eye, it will not only render 
the meaning of this chapter very plain, but the reading of it, 
if we should read it every day we live, very useful to us. 

And indeed, those parts of God’s word which are purposely 
designed to work in us a deep concern for everlasting life, ought 
to be very present to our minds, and to dwell richly in us, that 
we may be always well provided to resist the temptations of the 
world. For which reason we should often think of those lessons 
of our Saviour: ‘“ Lay not up for yourselves treasure upon 
earth, where moth and rust doth corrupt, and where thieves 
break through and steal: but lay up for yourselves treasure in 
heaven, where neither moth,” &c. And, “ Be not afraid of 
them that kill the body, and after that have no more that they 
can do. But I will forewarn you whom ye shall fear: fear 
him, which after he hath killed hath power to cast into hell: 
yea, I say unto you, fear him.” And that in this chapter; 
** Labour not for the meat which perisheth, but for that which 
endureth to everlasting life, which the Son of man shall give 
unto you.” 

Which rules seeming at first sight to discharge us of all 
care for our life and welfare in this world, St. Chrysostom 
thought it needful to observe upon the last of them, that our 
Lord did not intend to countenance laziness, who himself said, 
“It is more blessed to give than to receive: and that St. 
Paul admonisheth a man to “ work with his hands the thing 
that is good, that he may have to give to him that needeth.” 
But since these exhortations run, as if we were to be absolutely 
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unconcerned about this life, no question but that care of eter- 
nal life is prescribed, in comparison to which our cares for 
this world should seem nothing at all. Therefore when we 
desire our appointed food, we should think how much more it 
is our interest to “hunger and thirst after righteousness,” and 
that “‘ meat which endureth to everlasting life.” And when 
we most of all feel the hopes and fears of things that go no 
farther than this world ; we cannot entertain a better thought 
than this, that if we are so much concerned for this life, how 
careful ought we to be not to miss of eternal salvation ? 

Which kind of reflections are the more necessary for us, 
the more deeply we are engaged in this world. For we do not 
only “labour for the meat that perisheth,”’ that is, for just 
enough to serve the necessities of life; but we would be at 
ease beside, and live in reasonable plenty, and enjoy what is 
convenient for the pleasure, as well as the sustenance of life ; 
and they are very few that know when to make an end of mul- 
tiplying riches, when once they are got into the way of increase. 
But are we thus concerned for an end of infinitely greater mo- 
ment? Or rather, do not these very worldly cares reprove 
our negligence about better and greater things, while perhaps 
we do no more towards our salvation than to avoid the grossest 
sins of all, but take little thought how to “‘ growin grace, and 
in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ ?”’ 

The whole strain of our Saviour’s discourse in this chapter 
naturally leads to such considerations as these: and if we 
mind them in good earnest, they will by the grace of God, 
moderate our affections and cares about this world in the first 
place ; and then leave all that concern for present and transi- 
tory good things, which we cannot be without, as a perpetual 
admonition, to be much more thoughtful for our everlasting 
salvation, and to make it the greatest business of our lives, by 
prayers and good works, to lay up for ourselves treasure in 
heaven, and to lay the stress of our comfort whilst we are here, 
in the joyful hope of being raised up at the last day to live for 
ever. Amen. 
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A POSTSCRIPT. — 


Since these papers were almost printed off, 1 me with Dr. 
Godden’s Sermon upon St. Peter’s Day ; in which he endea- 
vours, from some passages in this chapter, to infer the sub- 
stantial change of the bread and wine in the eucharist mto 
the body and blood of Christ: but upon the most impartial 
judgment that I can make of his performance, I do not find 
that he offers any colour of argument for his conclusion, which 
I have not prevented. And therefore, instead of stopping these 
papers for the sake of his sermon, I think it fair enough to 


say to him, and to the world, that I can see no reason obliging 
me to do it. 


A FULL VIEW OF THE 


DOCTRINES AND PRACTICES OF THE ANCIENT CHURCH 
RELATING TO 


THE EUCHARIST: 


WHOLLY DIFFERENT FROM THOSE OF 
THE PRESENT ROMAN CHURCH, 


AND INCONSISTENT WITH THE BELIEF OF 
TRANSUBSTANTIATION ; 


BEING 


A sufficient confutation of Consensus Veterum, Nubes Testium, 
and other late collections of the Fathers, pretending the 
contrary. 


A PREFACE TO THE READER. 


Tuat which is here offered to thy perusal, was occasioned 
by some late pamphlets,* that appeared much about the same 
time in print, pretending by a heap of testimonies from the 
Fathers to prove, as in some other doctrines, so particularly 
in that of the Corporeal Presence and 'Transubstantiation, 
that the ancient Church, and the present Roman, are at a good 
agreement. 

It is very hard for us to believe this, and scarce credible 
that they themselves did so, when we see so much insincerity 
in their allegations ; such deceit and contrived disguising the 
sense of the Fathers, in their translations ; such late, uncertain, 
and suppositious writings cited by them, under the venerable 
names of ancient authors: when the way that Procrustes took, 
of stretching limbs, or chopping them off, to make all agree 
to his bed who were to be laid in it, is used to make the an- 


* Succession of Church and Sacraments. Consensus Veterum. Nubes 
Testium. 
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cient and the present Church to agree, a consent thus pro- 
cured can occasion but a short and a sorry triumph. Yet 
those performances have been cried up, and they are looked 
upon as storehouses and repositories, whence any champion 
of theirs who enters the lists may be furnished from the 
Fathers, either with what is necessary for his own defence, or 
the assailing of an adversary. The Representer, since that, 
made great use of them, in a brisk attack he made upon the 
Dublin Letter, though the success, I believe, did not answer 
his expectation. The convert of Putney’s performance (who 
in his Consensus Veterum, made the largest show of Fathers 
on behalf of transubstantiation) has had a particular considera- 
tion given it, by his worthy Answerer :* and so all the other 
testimonies in the rest of them, that are of any seeming strength 
and moment, have received answers to them from other hands ; 
particularly from the learned author of the Doctrine of the 
Trinity and Transubstantiation compared, Part I. 

If any thing, after all, seems to be wanting on our part, it 
is this; that as our adversaries have made a show of Fathers 
(for I can give it no better name) pretended to countenance 
their doctrines of the corporeal presence and transubstantia- 
tion ; so we also ought to have our collection of testimonies 
from the ancients, made faithfully and impartially, wherein 
their true sense in these matters may be clearly seen and viewed, 
and thereby their dissent from this Church appear plainly, in 
those things that either constitute this doctrime, or are neces- 
sary consequents of it. And this is that which I have under- 
taken in the following papers ; wherein as the usefulness of the 
design has encouraged me to take some pains, so I shall think 
them well bestowed, if the reader will bring an honest and 
unprejudiced mind to the perusal of them, and suffer himself 
to be determined in his opinions concerning this controversy, 
according to the evidence of truth here offered for his convic- 
tion. If the differences (which the annexed contents of the 
chapters give an account of) are of such a nature, and stand 
at such a wide distance, that it is impossible ever to bring 
transubstantiation to shake hands with them as friends ; and if 
the two Churches, the ancient and the present Roman, are 
really divided and disagreeing, as I pretend to have demon- 
strated, in those points, it will then, I hope, hereafter be 
ridiculous to talk confidently of a consent of Fathers, and of 
a cloud of witnesses on their side. 


* Veteres Vindicati. 
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But if Tam herein mistaken, I am so little tender of my 
reputation, compared with truth, that I heartily desire to be 
confuted and made a convert ; for I am conscious to myself of 
no false Fathers I have cited for true ones ; of no disguising or 
perverting their sense, by an ill translation of their words 
(which I have therefore set down in their own language), of — 
no imposing upon the reader a sense of my own making, con- 
trary to what I believe that they intended. 

Ihave but one request more to make to the unknown 
author of a book, entitled Reason and Authority, &e. who, 
mentioning the Defence of the Dublin Letter (for which I have 
some reason to be concerned), says, ‘‘ That the authorities of 
the Fathers there urged are, as he conceives, in the sense of 
them, either mistaken or misapplied, and that he shall endea- 
vour to reconcile them to other expressions of the Fathers, 
and to (that which he calls) the catholic doctrine of transub- 
stantiation.” I humbly desire, when he is about this recon- 
ciling work, and his hand is in, that he would go on to recon- 
cile also the differences urged in the following papers. Which 
if he shall do to any purpose, I promise to return the compli- 
ments he has passed upon that Defender with interest, and to 
alter my present opinion of him, upon his performances in that 
book. Farewell. 


CHAP. I. 
THE FIRST DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome is forced to assert a continued series of 
miracles to justify her doctrine of T ransubstantiation. But 
the Fathers never mention any miracles in the Eucharist, 
save only the effects of God’s powerful grace, working 
great changes in us, and advancing the elements in the 
use of them thereunto, without changing their nature and 
substance. 


To give the reader a view of what wonders are to be believed, 
according to what the Trent Council has decreed concerning 
Transubstantiation, we need go no further than to the ‘Trent 
Catechism,+ which tells us, there are * three most wonderful 
things, which the catholic faith, without any doubting, 


= Par. 119. + Ad Parochos, part. 2. num. 25. [p- 183. Par. 1831. ] 
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believes and confesses are effected in this sacrament, by the 
words of consecration.” 

«1, That the true body of Christ, that same body which 
was born of the Virgin, and sits at the right hand of the 
Father, is contained in this sacrament. 

«2. That no substance of the elements remains in it, though 
nothing may seem more strange and remote from our senses. 

«3, What is easily collected from both, that the accidents, 
which are seen with our eyes, or are perceived by our other 
senses, are without any subject (in which they subsist) in a 
strange manner, not to be explained. So that all the accidents 
of bread and wine may be seen, which yet inhere in no sub- 
stance, but subsist by themselves, since the substance of the 
bread and wine are so changed into the very body and blood 
of our Lord, that the substance of bread and wine cease wholly 
to be.” 

But others of the Romish writers have made a larger and 
more particular enumeration of the miracles, wrought in the 
eucharist, which no created power can effect, but God’s 
omnipotency alone. I will give them in the words of the 
Jesuit Pererius,* who reckons these nine distinct miracles. 

‘‘1, The same Christ remaining in heaven, not departing 
thence, and without any local mutation, is really and cor- 
porally in the sacrament of the eucharist. 

«2. Nor is he thus there only in one consecrated host, but 
is together in all hosts consecrated throughout the whole earth. 

«3. Though the body of Christ in the sacrament has all its 
quantity and colour, and other sensible qualities; yet as itis 
in the sacrament, it is neither there visibly nor quantitatively+ 
as to its situs, and extension unto place. 

“4, Though the body of Christ be in itself greater than a 
consecrated host, yet according to the (esse) being it has 
there, it is whole in that host; nor only whole in the whole 
consecrated host, but also whole in every part thereof. 

«5. If those accidents of the consecrated host be corrupted, 
and it should happen that of them worms, or any other animal 
be generated, there is a great miracle in their generation: for 
either the materia prima is created anew, out of which the 
substantial form of those animals is produced, as many divines 
now think : or, according to St. Thomas, which seems to be a 


* In Joan. c. 6. Disp. 16. num. 48. 
+ Quantum ad situm, et extensionem ejus ad locum. 
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greater miracle, the quantity that was of the consecrated host, 
supplies the place of the materia prima, and in it is produced 
the substantial form of those animals which are generated from 
thence. 

*©6. The very conversion of bread and wine into the body 
and blood of Christ, which is properly called by divines tran- 
substantiation, is a great miracle; for such a transmutation is 
found in no other thing, and is besides all the order and course 
of nature, and can be made by no created power, but by God’s 
omnipotency alone. 

**7, The manner by which such transubstantiation is made, is 
not without a miracle ; for it is made by the words of consecra- 
tion, pronounced rightly, and as it ought, by a priest. Therefore, 
as naturally supposing the last disposition in matter to produce 
the form of fire, the form of fire is mnfallibly produced in that 
matter : so the words of consecration bemg pronounced by the 
priest, Christ himself is infallibly in that consecrated host. 

“8, After consecration, the whole substance of bread and 
wine ceasing to be, yet their accidents do not cease, but remain : 
neither do they remain inhering in any other subject, but (per 
se existunt) exist by themselves, which is truly besides and 
above the nature of accidents, whose esse (as the Schools say) 
is inesse, because they can neither be produced nor remain 
naturally without a subject. 

«9, Lastly, those accidents of the consecrated host, though 
without the substance of bread and wine, yet have the same 
natural virtue which bread and wine had before consecration ; 
viz. the virtue of nourishing, increasing, and strengthening the 
body of the person that receives it ; when yet nutrition is made 
by conversion of the substance of the food into the substance 
of the living creature. 

“By reason of which miracles (he says) the Church sings 
thus inthe hymn for Corpus Christi Day, 

‘¢ Quod non capis, Quod non vides, 
Animosa firmat fides, preeter rerum ordinem : 
Etsi sensus deficit, 
Ad firmandum cor sincerum 


Sola fides sufficit : 
Preestat fides supplementum sensuum defectui.’’ 


That is, 


‘‘What never yet was understood, 
Nor ever seen by any creature, 
A confident belief makes good, 
Though cross to all the laws of nature. 
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‘¢ Though sense will not be brought t’allow it, 
A heart sincere may be secure, 
And, waving all its scruples, sure, 
Since faith alone’s enough to do it ; 
For faith supplies the senses’ want, 
And makes good measure, where that’s scant.’’ 


As for the Fathers, they are so far from consenting to this 
heap of miracles in the eucharist, that we have reason to think, 
as to some of them, they never entered into their thoughts, 
nor never troubled themselves about them; and, for the most 
of them, though they are direct consequences of transubstan- 
tiation, yet they are opposed and contradicted by the Fathers, 
as shall be shewn in particulars afterwards: here it shall 
suffice to say in general, that the Fathers give us this as a 
character of the old heretics, to urge God’s omnipotency to 
countenance and give a colour to their figments and absurd 
opinions. Thus Gregory Nazianzen says of the Apollinarians,* 
that “‘ beg pressed with these reasonings, they fly to this, 
that to God it is possible.” And Tertullian, when Praxeas 
also urged God’s omnipotency, gives this excellent answer to 
him :+ “If we may so abruptly use this sentence (viz. that 
to God all things are easy) in our presumptions, we may then 
feign any thing we please of God ; as if he had done a thing, 
because he was able to doit. But because God can do all 
things, we are not to believe he has done that which he has 
not done; but we are to inquire, whether he has done it or 
no.” 

Thus Gregory Nyssen asserts,} “‘ that the will of God is the 
measure of his power.’’ And Clemens of Alexandria,§ “ that 
God who is omnipotent, will effect nothing that is absurd.’ 
And Origen,|| ‘When we say that God can do all things, we 


* ‘Yd rovTwy e€epyouevor TOY AoytopGy, Katapevyovow émi 7d, 
Avvaroy sivat Sep. Orat. 51. [vol. 1. p. 743. Par. 1630.] 

+ Contr. Praxeam, c. 10. Si tam abrupté in presumptionibus nostris 
hac sententia utamur, quidvis de Deo confingere poterimus; quasi fecerit, 
quia facere potuerit. Non autem quia omnia potest facere, ideo creden- 
dum est illum fecisse, etiam quod non fecerit ; sed an fecerit, requirendum. 
[p. 505. Par. 1695. ] 

¢ Gr. Nyssen in Hexaemeron. Méroov rij¢ dvvdpewo Tov Osov rd 
Senpa yiverac. [vol. 1. p. 6. Par. 1638. ] 

§ Stromat. 1.4. propé finem. “Aroza ydo od ovyredéice O Ilayro- 
coaz7wo. [p. 641. Venet. 1757. ] 

|| L. 5. contr. Cels. Otdapev axodvery rou lav, ov« imi rev 
avuTapktwy, ob0 émi rév adtavonrwy. [vol. 1. p. 595. Par. 1733.] 
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know how to understand all things, not of such things as can- 
not exist, and are unintelligible.” 

Olject. If any object, that the Fathers often bring in 
instances of God’s miraculous power (as St. Ambrose does in 
the Red Sea and the river Jordan, and in the miraculous con- 
ception of our Saviour, &c.) to create faith in men as to the 
great change that is wrought in the eucharist. 

Answ. I answer, True indeed ; but then it is to be remem- 
bered (what shall hereafter be more fully declared) that the 
change there is not terminated upon the substance of the 
elements, nor is God’s power shewn upon them, to alter their 
nature from what they were before, so as to destroy them ; but 
it is an addition of grace to their nature, and an advancement 
of them to produce wonderful effects upon us in the use of 
them. So that now the element of water in baptism is no 
more a common thing, but is employed by God to wash away 
our sins, to cleanse our souls, and to regenerate and renew us: 
and in the eucharist the bread and wine, which in themselves 
are the food of our bodies, are advanced to be a means to com- 
municate the body and blood of Christ to us, for the nourish- 
ing and refreshing our souls, and to make us partakers of the 
saving effects of his death and passion; which are only 
miracles of God’s grace. And the Fathers urge the foremen- 
tioned miracles in nature, to assure us of these wonders of 
divine grace. And this they do, not only in the case of the 
eucharist, but of baptism also; where yet none assert any con- 
version of the substance of water into any other thing. Thus 
St. Ambrose :* “ Mary conceived by the Holy Ghost, without 
the intervention of any man, as St. Matthew tells us: ‘ she 
was found with child of the Holy Ghost.’ If then the Holy 
Spirit coming upon the Virgin made her to conceive, &c. we 
need not question but that the same Spirit coming upon the 
water of baptism, or on him that is baptized, does produce 
true regeneration.” And P. Leo Mag.:+ ‘Christ gave to the 


* De iis qui initiantur, c.9. ad finem. Si ergo superveniens Spiritus 
Sanctus in Virginem conceptionem operatus est, et generationis munus im- 
plevit; Non utique dubitandum est, quod superveniens in fontem, vel 
super eum qui baptismum consequetur, veritatem regenerationis operetur. 
[vol. 2. p. 342. Par. 1690.] 

+ De Nativit. Dom. Ser. 4. Christus dedit aque, quod dedit matri: 
Virtus enim altissimi et obumbratio Spiritus Sancti, que fecit ut Maria 
pareret salvatorem, eadem facit ut regeneret unda credentem. [Ser. 5. 
vol. 1. p. 86. Venet. 1753. ] 
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water, what he gave to his mother; for the power of the Most 
High, and the overshadowing of the Holy Spirit, which caused 
Mary to bring forth our Saviour, the same causes the water to 
regenerate a believer.” Excepting therefore these wonders of 
God’s grace, the Fathers knew no other miracles in the sacra- 
ments ; and these wonders are common to both the sacraments, 
and not peculiar to one of them only. 

This even Cardinal Cajetan was so sensible of, that he tells 
us,* “We must not dispute concerning God’s power when we 
treat of sacraments.” And again, “It is a foolish thing to 
assert in this argument, whatsoever God can do.” 

He was not ignorant of what St. Austin had said long 
before,+ who speaking of signs taken to signify other things, 
and instancing in the bread taken and consumed in the sacra- 
ment, adds, “‘ But because these things are known to men, as 
being made by men, they may have honour given them for 
their relation to religion; but cannot raise astonishment, as 
miracles or wonders.” Which he could never have said, if he 
had believed the wonders and miracles of transubstantiation. 

I will conclude this head with another saying of his,t which 
may be as well applied to the absurd paradoxes and miracles 
which the Roman Church advances in this case of the eucha- 
rist, as ever it was to those he there confutes about baptism : 
“These are the prodigies of your opinions; these are the 
uncouth mysteries of new dogmas; these are the paradoxes of 
Pelagian heretics, more wonderful than those of the Stoic 
philosophers.—The things you say are wonderful, the things 
you say are new, the things you say are false. We are amazed 
at your wonders, we are cautious against your novelties, and 
we confute your falsities.”’ 

But this difference being more general, we go on to more 
particular ones. 


* In 3. part. q. 75. art. 1. Non est disputandum de divina potentia, 
ubi de sacramentis tractatur. Ibid. art. 5. Stultum est ponere in hoc 
argumento, quicquid Deus potest facere. 

+ Lib. 3. de Trin. c. 10. Quia hc hominibus nota sunt, quia per 
homines fiunt, honorem tanquam religiosa possunt habere, stuporem tan- 
quam mira non possunt. [vol. 11. p. 66. Bassan. 1807.] 

+ Lib. 3. cont. Julian. c. 3. Hee sunt sententiarum portenta ves- 
trarum, hc inopinata mysteria dogmatum novorum, hee paradoxa 
Pelagianorum hereticorum mirabiliora quam Stoicorum Philosophorum.— 
Mira sunt que dicitis, nova sunt que dicitis, falsa sunt que dicitis. Mira 
stupemus, nova cavemus, falsa convincimus. [Ibid. vol. 13. p, 688.] 
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CHAP. II. 
THE SECOND DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome differs from the Fathers, in determining 
what that thing is which Christ calls MY BODY. 


Tue Trent Catechism,* though it does not determine what 
the word tHIs refers to (only telling us, that it must demon- 
strate the whole substance of the thing present), yet it expressly 
denies that it refers to the substance of bread; for it adds, 
“Tf the substance of bread remained, it seems no way possible 
to be said, that THis 1s My BovY.” So Bellarmine confesses,+ 
that this proposition, ‘this bread is my body,” must be taken 
figuratively, that the bread is the body of Christ by way of 
signification, or else it is plainly absurd and impossible. And 
he acknowledges,t that this proposition, “the wine is the 
Lord’s blood,” teaches, that wine is blood by similitude and 
likeness. And elsewhere,§ ‘It cannot be a true proposition, 
in which the subject is supposed to be bread, and the predicate 
the body of Christ ; for bread and Christ’s body are res diver- 
sissime, things most different.” And a little after, “If we 
might affirm disparata de disparatis, different things of one 
another, you might as well affirm and say, that something is 
nothing, and nothing something ; that light is darkness, and 
darkness light ; that Christ is Belial, and Belial Christ ; neither 
does our faith oblige us to defend those things that evidently 
imply a contradiction.” 

So also Vasquez :|| ‘If the pronoun tTHIs in Christ’s words 
pointed at the bread, then we confess it would follow, that no 
conversion could be made by virtue of these words, because the 
bread, of which it is affirmed (sc. that it is Christ’s body) 
ought to remain.” 

Now that which the present Roman Church dare not affirm, 
because if it be taken properly, it is untrue, absurd, impossible, 
as implying a contradiction, we shall shew that the Fathers 


* Ad Paroch. part. 2. n. 37. Sect. Hee vero. Si panis substantia 
remaneret, nullo modo dici videretur, Hoc est Corpus meum. [p. 190. 
Par. 1831.] 

+ De Euchar. 1. 1. c. 1. sec. Nonus. [vol. 3. p. 204. col. 2. Prag. 1721.] 

t Ib. lib. 2. cap. 9. Sect. Observandum. [Ibid. p. 263. col. 2.] 

§ Lib. 3. cap. 19. 

| Disp. 180. cap. 9. n. 91. Si pronomen Hoc in illis verbis demonstraret 
panem, fatemur etiam fore, ut nulla conversio virtute illorum fieri possit, 
quia panis, de quo enunciatur, manere debet. 
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plainly affirm it, who yet could not be ignorant of this absurdity. 
From whence it necessarily follows, that they took the whole 
words (THIS IS MY BODY) figuratively, as the Protestants do, 
since they cannot be taken otherwise, if bread be affirmed to 
be Christ’s body, as the Romanists confess. Now that the 
Fathers affirmed that bread is Christ’s body, is certain by these 
following testimonies. 

St. Irenseus:* ‘Our Lord confessed the cup which is of 
the creature to be his blood; and the bread which is of the 
creature, he confirmed it to be his body.” 

Clement of Alexandria :}+ ‘Our Lord blessed the wine, 
saying, Take, drink, this is my blood, the blood of the grape. 
For the holy river of gladness (so he calls the wine) does 
allegorically signify the Word (i. e. the blood of the Word) shed 
for many for the remission of sins.” 

Tertullian :{ ‘Calling bread his body.”’ Speaking of Christ. 

And against Marcion§ he says the same: “ Calling bread 
his body, that thou mayest know that he gave to bread the 
figure of his body,” &c. 

And in the next book :|| ‘The bread that he took and dis- 
tributed to his disciples, he made it his body, saying, This 
is my body, that is, the figure of my body.” 

St. Cyprian:§ ‘“ When our Lord called the bread, which is 
made up of many united grains, his body,” &c. 

Tatianus Syrus :** ‘Christ taking the bread, and after that 
the cup of wine, testified that they were his body and blood,” 
&e. 


* Adv. Heres 1.5. c. 2.Td amd rit¢g xricsewe mornpioy aipa tdvoy 
WpodOynoe, Kat TOY amd KTicEwo prov idtoy cHpa dtaBEBaiwoaro. 
[vol. 1. p. 294. Venet. 1734. ] 

t+ Pedag. lib. 2. c. 2. Eidoynoéy ye roy oivov, citwv, AadBere, 
TlETE, TOUTO flov éoTLTO aipa, aiwa THC GuTédoV: TOY NOyoy Toy TeEpi 
TOAGY EKXEOMEVOY sic AhEoLY ApapTLBY, EVdpootYNne KyLoy HAANYOpEL 
vaya. [p. 186. Venet. 1757.] 

t raat Judzeos, c. 21. Panem corpus suum appellans. [c. 10. ut supra, 
p- 196. 

§ Idem adv. Marcion. lib. 3. cap. 19. Panem corpus suum appellans, ut 
et hinc eum intelligas corporis sui figuram pani dedisse, &c. [Ibid. p. 408.] 

| Lib. 4. advers. Marc. c.40. Acceptum panem et distributum Disci- 
pulis, corpus suum illum fecit, Hoc est corpus meum dicendo, id est, 
figura corporis mei. [Ibid. p. 457, 458. ] 

q Epist. 76. ad Magnum. Quando Dominus corpus suum panem vocat 
de multorum granorum adunatione congestum, &c. [p. 318. Venet. 1728. ] 

** Harmon. in Bibl. Patrum, 1624. tom. 7. Accepto pane, deinde vini 
calice, corpus esse suum ac sanguinem testatus, &c. [Max. Biblioth. Vet. 
Patr. vol. 2. p. 210. col. 1. Lugd. 1677.] 
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Origen:* ‘‘That bread which our Lord confessed to be his 
body.” 

Eusebius :- ‘‘ Christ appointed them (or delivered to them) 
to make use of bread for a symbol of his body.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem :¢ ‘‘ When Christ affirms, and says of the 
bread, This is my body, who will dare to doubt further of it ?”’ 

St. Jerome :§ ‘‘ Let us hear, that the bread which our Lord 
brake and gave to his disciples, is the body of our Saviour.” 
Which he explains further elsewhere :|| ‘‘ That as Melchisedek 
prefiguring him had done, when he offered bread and wine, so 
he also represented the truth of his body and blood.” 

St. Chrysostom :{| ‘‘ What isthe bread? The body of 
Christ. What do they become that receive it? The body of 
Christ. Not many bodies, but one body.” 

St. Austin :** ‘ What your faith is to be instructed in, is, 
That the bread is the body of Christ, and the cup the blood of 


Christ.” 
And elsewhere :++ ‘‘Our Lord doubted not to affirm, This is 


my body, when he gave the sign of his body.”’ 

Gaudentius :{{ ‘When our Lord reached the consecrated 
bread and wine to his disciples, he said thus, This is my 
body.” 


* Hom. 35. in Matth. Panis iste quem Dominus corpus suum esse 
fatetur. [vol. 3. p. 898. Par. 1740.] 

+ Demonstr. Evang. lib. 8. “Aorw 0& xpijoSat, cvpBdrw rod idiov 
owparog TapEdtoov. 

¢ Catech. Mystag. 4. Adrov dropyvopévou Kai simdyrog epi Tow 
Gorov, Tovro pov éori rd oGpa, Tig ToAmnoe dpgdtBadrELy ovrdy; 
[p. 320. Venet. 1763.] 

§ Epist. ad Hedibiam. Nos audiamus panem quem fregit Dominus, 
deditque discipulis suis, esse corpus salvatoris, &c. ([vol. 1. p. 818. 
Veron. 1734.] 

|| Comm. in 26. Matt. Quomodo in prefiguratione ejus Melchisedek.— 
panem et vinum offerens fecerat, ipse quoque veritatem sui corporis et 
sanguinis repreesentaret. [Ibid. vol. 7. p. 216.] 

G In 1 Cor. Hom. 24. Ti yap toriv 0 dproc; YHpa Xpiorov. Tié} dé 
yivovrat ot perahapBavorvrec ; LGpa Xprorov. Ovyxi owpara Todda, 
adda copa Ev. [vol. 10. p. 250. Par. 1837.] 

** Serm. ad recens baptizat. apud Fulgentium, Bedam, &c. Quod fides 
vestra postulat instruenda, Panis est corpus Christi, Calix sanguis Christi. 
[Serm. 272. vol. 5. p. 1614. Par. 1837.] 

++ Contr. Adimantum, c. 12. Non dubitavit Dominus dicere, Hoc est 
corpus meum, cum daret signum corporis sui. [Ibid. vol. 8. p. 224.] 

tt In Exod. tract. 2. Cum panem consecratum et vinum discipulis suis 
porrigeret Dominus, sic ait, Hoc est corpus meum. [Max. Bibl. Vet. 
Patr. vol. 5. p. 947. col. 2. Lugd. 1677.] 
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Cyril of Alexandria :* ‘Christ, when he had broken the 
bread, as it is written, distributed it, saying, This is my body.” 

Theophilus Antioch,+ or the author under his name upon the 
Gospel, speaks just St. Cyprian’s language: “ When Jesus said, 
This is my body, he called the bread his body, which is made 
up of many grains, by which he would represent the people,’ &c. 

Theodoret :¢ “ In the delivery of the mysteries, he called the 
bread his body, and that which is mixed (wine and water in 
the cup) blood. And afterwards, he honoured the visible 
symbols with the appellation of his body and blood,” &e. 

Facundus Hermian:§ ‘‘ Our Lord himself called the blessed 
bread and cup which he delivered to his disciples, his body 
and blood.” 

Maxentius,|| speaking of the Church, that is called Christ’s 
body, adds, ‘‘also the bread, which the whole Church partakes 
of in memory of the Lord’s passion, is his body.” 

Isidore of Seville says, ‘‘ We call this, by his command, the 
body and blood of Christ, which being made of the fruits of 
the earth, is sanctified and made a sacrament, by the invisible 
operation of the Spirit of God.” 

Bede :** ‘ Christ said to his disciples, This is my body, &e. 
because bread strengthens the body, and wine produces blood 
in the flesh ; this relates mystically to Christ’s body, and that 
to his blood.” 


The seventh General Council at Constantinople,¢+ after 


* In Joan. 20. 26, 27. AtakAdoac roy adproy, ka@’ 6 yéyparrat, 
dudidov, AEywy, Tovré ore 7d cpa pov, &c. [vol. 4. p. 1105. Lut. 1638.] 

+ Com. in Matth. 26. 

t{ In Dialog. 1. ’Ev 0& ye rév pvornpiwy mapaddce, cHpa TOY GoTor 
éxddece, Kai aiva 7d Kpapa. Td opwyeva cipBora Ty TOU owWpaTog 
kai aiparog mpoonyopia reriuynxer, &c. [vol. 4. p. 26. Hal. 1733.] 

§ In Defens. 3. capit. lib. 9. c. ult. Ipse Dominus benedictum panem 
et calicem quem discipulis tradidit, corpus et sanguinem suum vocavit. 

|| Dialog. 2. c. 13. Sed est panis ille, quem universa Ecclesia in memo- 
riam Dominice passionis participat, corpus ejus. 

q{ Originum, lib. 6. cap. 19. Hoc, eo jubente, corpus Christi et sanguinem 
dicimus, quod dum fit ex fructibus terre, sanctificatur et fit sacramentum, 
operante invisibiliter Spiritu Dei. [p. 52. col. 1. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 

** Comm. in Marc. 14.—Quia panis corpus confirmat, vinum vero 
sanguinem operatur in carne, hic ad corpus Christi mysticé, illud refertur 
ad sanguinem. 

tt Extat in Conc. Nicen. 2. Art. 6. ’Id0d ody 1) sikwyv Tov Jworood 
owpatog avrov 7 évrimwe Kai TEeTYyLnpivwo mpatropivn. Tor rig 
evxaptotiac adprov, wo aWevoh sikdva rig dvoikne caoKdc, Oud Tig TOU 
aytov mvevparog imipoirnoewc aytaZopevoy, Seiov oHpa evddnnoe 
yiveoda. (Labbe, Concil. vol. 7. p. 446, 447, Lut. Par. 1671.] 
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eciting the words of the institution, ‘‘ This is my body,” after 
his taking, and blessing and breaking it, adds, ‘‘ Behold the 
image of his life-giving body made preciously and honourably.” 
And afterwards, “It pleased him that the bread of the sacra- 
ment, being the true figure of his natural flesh, should be made 
a divine body, being sanctified by the coming of the Holy 
Ghost upon it,” &c. 

Druthmarus:* ‘This is my body, that is to say, in a 
sacrament— Because among all things that are the food of life, 
bread and wine serve to strengthen and refresh our weaknesses, 
it is with great reason that he would in these two things 
establish the mystery of his sacrament. For wine both cheers 
us and increases blood, and therefore very fitly the blood of 
Christ is figured by it; because whatsoever comes to us from 
him, cheers us with true joy, and increaseth all good in us.” 

Rabanus Maurus,} explaining the words of institution, says, 
** Because bread strengthens the body, therefore it is fitly 
called the body of Christ; and wine, because it produces 
blood in our flesh, is therefore referred to the blood of Christ.” 

In the Aithiopic Churchest they use this phrase (which the 
Church of Rome is so shy of), ‘* This bread is my body.” 

Bertram :§ “Iam confident, no Christian doubts but that 
bread was made the body of Christ which he gave to his 
disciples, saying, This is my body,” &c. and he there shews 
that this is made by the same change, whereby the manna 
and the water of the rock in the wilderness were turned into 
his body and blood. 

To conclude this head: it is plain, that there is a general 
consent of Fathers on the Protestant side in this particular, 


* Comm. in Matth. 26. Hoc est corpus meum ; id est, in sacramento. 
—Quia inter omnes vite alimonias cibus panis et vinum valent ad confir- 
mandam et recreandam nostram infirmitatem, recte per hac duo mysterium 
sui sacramenti confirmare placuit. Vinum namque et letificat et san- 
guinem auget; et idcirco non inconvenienter sanguis Christi per hoc 
figuratur, quoniam quicquid nobis ab ipso venit letificat letitia vera, et 
auget omne bonum nostrum. 

+ Comm. in Matth. 26. Quia panis confirmat corpus, ideo corpus ille 
Christi congruenter nuncupatur, vinum autem quia sanguinem operatur in 
carne, ideo ad sanguinem Christi refertur. 

¢ Ludolphi Aithiop. Hist. 1.3.c. 5. n. 56. Hic panis est corpus 
meum. 

§ De Corp. et Sang. Dom. pag. 40. late Eng. et Lat. Translation. Non 
putamus ullum fidelium dubitare, panem illum fuisse corpus Christi 
effectum, quod Discipulis donans dicit, Hoc est corpus meum, &c. [p. 166. 
Lond. 1688.] 
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that the bread and wine ar Christ’s body and blood. And it 
is the more remakable, because they give us this sense when 
they are explaining Christ’s words, and in their commen- 


taries upon the Gospels where the words of institution are 
recorded. 


CHAP. III. 


THE THIRD DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome believes, that accidents in the Eucharist 
subsist without a subject ; but the Fathers say the contrary, 
that accidents cannot subsist without a subject, and yet never 
except the Eucharist. 


Tue Catechism of the Trent Council* says, ‘that the acci- 
dents which are either seen with our eyes, or perceived by our 
other senses, are without any subject, by a wonderful manner, 
and such as cannot be explained.’ They grant that we may 
see all the accidents of bread and wine, but that they inhere 
m no substance, but sustain themselves.—And afterwards 
discourse thus :+ ‘‘ The species of bread and wine subsist m this 
sacrament without any subject in which they are: for since 
the body and blood of Christ is truly in this sacrament, so that 
no substance of bread and wine remains, because those acci- 
dents cannot be inherent in the body and blood of Christ, it 
remains, that the accidents sustain themselves, above all order 
of nature, being upheld by nothing else besides.” And this 
(they say) was the perpetual constant doctrine of the catholic 
Church. 

_ How false this assertion is, we shall now shew from the 
testimonies of the Fathers. 

Irenzeus :{ “‘ We cannot understand water without moisture, 
nor fire without heat, nor a stone without hardness. For these 
are united one to another, one cannot be separated from the 
other, but must always co-exist.” 


* Ad Parochos, part. 2. de Euchar. n. 25. [p. 184. Par. 1831.] 

t Ibid. n. 44. Sect. Tertium restat. [p. 193. ] 

¢ Lib. 2.c. 14. Non potest intelligi aqua sine humectatione, neque 
ignis sine calore, neque lapis sine duritia. Unita enim sunt invicem heec ; 


alterum ab altero separari non potest, sed semper coexistere. [ut supra, c. 
12. p. 128.] 
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Athanasius* (or the author against the Arians, in his works) 
asserts, “that every quality is in a substance.” 

Isidore Peleusiota says,t ‘“‘that quality cannot be without 
substance.” 

Methodius:t ‘‘ Quality cannot be separated, as to its sub- 
sistence, from matter.” Anda little before he says, “ This is 
the most impossible of all things.” 

St. Basil:§ “If by your reasoning you can distinguish 
figure from a body, yet nature admits no such difference, but 
one must be understood in conjunction with the other.” 

Gregory Nazianzen|| proves the Holy Ghost not to be a 
quality, because then it must be in a subject : “ For,”’ says he, 
*‘ either it does subsist by itself, or is of the same kind with 
those which are called accidents, which are in another.” 

This would be ill reasoning if transubstantiation were true ; 
for the Holy Ghost might be a quality, and yet be in no subject, 
as well as the colour and taste of bread may be in the eucharist, 
without bread or any other substance in which it is. 

Gregory Nyssen affirms,{ “That as that is not a body to 
which colour, and figure, and solidness, and space, and heavi- 
ness, and other properties are wanting; so,” as he adds, 
“where those aforesaid do concur, they produce a bodily 
subsistence.’ 

St. Austin :** ‘It is monstrous, and at the furthest distance 
from truth, that what would not be at all unless it were in a 
subject, yet should be able to exist when the subject ceases to 
be.” This is a saying with a witness to confute transubstan- 


* Orat. 5. contra Arianos. [doa wowrne év odvcia éort. [vol. 1. p. 
303. Heidelb. 1601.] 

+ Lib. 2. Epist. 72.. “H¢ (odciac) pn vrapxovonc, avitapkKroy eivau 
rHy wowrynra. [p. 153. Par. 1638.] 

t~ Apud Photium Codic. 232. My dtivarat ywoiZecOat kal’ Urdoracwy 
and THC BANG 4 ToLbTHG'—Eoriy awavrwy addvaroy. [Codic. 234.] 
[p. 928. Rothomag. 1653. | 

§ Epist. 43. “AAG Kady Ady dvaxplyye TO CXRpa Tov owWparoc, 1) 
gioig ov TapadéxEeTat THY OvakoLoLY, AAAG GvYHUpEVYWS VosiTaL pEO? 
étépov TO érepov. [Hpist. 38. vol. 3. p. 172. Par. 1839.] 

| Orat. 37. “H rv cad éavrd vpeorynKkdtwy wavrwe vToderéoy, 
ray éy éTéigm Jewpovpéevwrv’ wy TO pev ovoiay Kahovoww—rd Je 
oupBeBnkdc. [vol. 1. p. 595. Par. 1630. ] 

{ De Opificio Homin. c. 24. “Ozov 0” dv ovvdpamy ra eionuéva, tiv 
cwparikny brdcracy anepyacerat. [vol. 1. p. 108. Par. 1638.] 

** Soliloq. lib. 2. c.12. Monstruosum enim et a veritate alienissimum 
est, ut id quod non esset, nisi in ipso (sc. subjecto) esset, etiam, cim 
ipsum non fuerit, posse esse. [vol. 1. p. 632. Par. 1836. ] 
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tiation, where there is the appearance and figure, taste and 
weight of bread, and yet no substance of bread is there. 
Again he says,* “Every thing that is in a subject, and always 
remains, it 1s necessary that the subject also should always 
remain.” 

Again elsewhere:t ‘‘ When the subject is changed, every 
thing that is in the subject is necessarily changed.’ And 
again: ‘That which exists not by itself, if it be forsaken of 
that by which it exists, undoubtedly will not be at all.” 

Also in another place:{ ‘Take away bodies from their 
qualities, and there will nothing remain where (those qualities) 
should be ; and therefore it follows necessarily, that they will 
not be at all.” 

Cyril of Alexandria$ teaches the same copiously. He calls 
it madness to affirm, that the essence of the Son consists in 
subjection to the Father: “ For,” says he, ‘‘ how can subjection 
be conceived to subsist by itself, without existing in any thing 
else?” And afterwards: ‘“Ifthere be no subject, and nothing 
pre-exists in which those things are wont to be done, how can 
they exist by themselves, which are understood and defined in 
the order of accidents ?”’ 

And elsewhere he says : || “‘ To be unbegotten, is predicated of 
the Divine essence, as inseparable from it; just as colour is 
always predicated of every body.” 

And in another place, disputing about the eternity of the 
Son, and how, proceeding from the Father, he is not separated 
from him, he instances in accidents that are inseparable from 


* Tbid. cap. 13. Omne quod in subjecto est, si semper manet, ipsum 
etiam subjectum maneat semper necesse est. [Ibid. p. 633.] 

+ De Immortal. Anim. cap. 5. [Ibid. p. 654.] Mutato subjecto, omne 
quod in subjecto est necessario mutari. Et cap..8. [Ibid. p. 659.] Quod 
per se non est, si deseratur ab eo per quod est, profectd non erit. 

¢ Epist. 57. ad Dardanum, Tolle ipsa corpora qualitatibus corporum, 
non erit ubi sint, et ideo necesse est ut non sint. 

§ In Joan. lib. 4. cap. 1. “Yzoray1) yap airy Kad éavrny we av 
dgioradvat vooiro, py évuTTapxovoa THy byTwy Tivi. Ilde ay elev 
aura kad’ éavra, kairo. Kara THY THY oupBEBHKdTwY Takiy voovmEeva 
Te Kai optlopeva. [ut supra, p. 334, 336.] 

|| Thesaur. assert. 31. Tijc¢ odciacg rov Oso Td Ayéynroy we AxwPLOTOY 
KaTHyopnsnosTrat, WorwEep ast Kai Tov wayTb¢e cwpmarog yowpa. [Ibid. 
vol. 5. par. 1. p. 262.] 

{ Ibid. assert. 16. "Amd O& ye rov mupdc od pEmEpropévwc OpOpev 
THY JEeppactay ter péxovoay, arr’ tori rie TOU Tupdc ovciac KapTroc, 
&e. [p. 175.] ’Aet yap mapamégpuxe raig rowadbraig oboiaig Ta bE 
aur@y Tikropeva, [p. 176.] 
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their subjects: ‘‘ We see,’ says he, ‘“ heat inseparably pro- 
ceeding from fire; but it is the fruit of the very essence of fire, 
proceeding inseparably from it; as also splendour is the fruit 
of light. For light cannot subsist without splendour, nor fire 
without heat ; for what is begotten of them, does always adhere 
to such substances.” 

Again, in his Dialogues of the Trinity,* he asks, ‘‘ Whether 
black and white, if they be not in their subjects, can subsist of 
themselves ?”? And the answer is, ‘‘ They cannot.” 

Claud. Mamertus:+ ‘In corporeal things, the body is the 
subject, and the colour of the body in the subject: in corporeal 
matters, the soul and discipline are instances ; which are so 
connected, that the body cannot be without colour, nor the 
rational soul without disciplme—can we ever prove, that what 
is in the subject abides, when the subject itself perishes ?” 

Isidore Hispal.:¢ ‘Quantity, quality, and situation, can 
none of them be without a subject.” 

Bertram proves against the Greeks,§ “that the Holy Ghost 
was not in Jesus Christ as in his subject ; because,’ says he, 
‘*the Holy Ghost is not an accident that cannot subsist without 
its subject.” 

These testimonies of the Fathers may suffice to shew how 
they differ from the Church of Rome in this point of accidents 
being without a subject, which to them is so necessary a doc- 
trine, that transubstantiation cannot be believed without it ; 
and if the Fathers had believed transubstantiation, it is incredible 
that they should deny this doctrine, without so much as once 
excepting the case of the eucharist: none can imagine how 
their memory and reflection should be so short, especially 
when (as we have heard) they form their arguments to prove 
the eternity of the Son of God, and the personality of the Holy 
Ghost, from the inseparability of accidents from their subject. 


* De Trinitate, Dial. 2. [Ibid.] p. 451. Txyyv Aevedrnra Tvxov 7 
THY pedaviay avrac Tov kas’ éavrage ap’ UTdpyxELy Oinoy OVvacAaL; 
Ovdapec. 

+ De Statu Anime, 1.3.c.3. In rebus corporeis subjectum est corpus, 
et color corporis in subjecto: in incorporeis animus et disciplina, que ita 
sibi nexa sunt, ut nec sine colore corpus, nec sine disciplina rationalis sit 
animus.—Utrumnam probare valeamus manere quod in subjecto est, ipso 
intereunte subjecto ? [Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 6. p. 1068. col. 2. Lugd. 
1677.] 

+ Originum lib. 2. cap. 26. Quantitas, qualitas, et situs, sine subjecto 
esse non possunt. [ut supra, p. 19.] 

§ Contra Gree. 1. 2. c. 7. in tom. 2. Spicilegii D. Acherii. 
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Nay, one of them says,* “that if God himself: had accidents, 
they would exist in his substance.” 

When therefore Pope Innocent pein “that in the 
eucharist there is colour and taste, and quantity and quality, 
and yet nothing coloured or tasteful, nothing of which quantity 
or quality are affections:’ this is plainly to confound the 
nature of all things, and to turn accidents into substances. So 
that if, for instance, the host should fall into the mire, and 
contract dirt and filth, this filth sticks in nothing, or else acci- 
dents are the subject of it; for it is confessed on all hands, 
that Christ’s body cannot be soiled or made filthy. Not to 
insist upon the nonsense of this assertion, which is just as if 
one should talk of an eclipse without either sun or moon, or 
of a horse’s lameness without a leg, concerning which only 
lameness can be affirmed. 


CHAP. IV. 


THE FOURTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome has brought in the word Species, to 
signify those accidents without any subject : but the Fathers 
never take it in this sense. 


I NEED only refer the reader, for the first part of this asser- 
tion, to the thirteenth session of the Council of Trent, Canon 
2 and 3, where the word species is so used: and to what we 
heard before out of their Catechism, of ‘the species of bread 
and wine subsisting without any subject in which they are.” 
Every one knows this is their customary word to express 
appearances of things by, when nothing real is under them to 
support them. 

But now we shall see this to be a strange and foreign usage 
of this word, which the Fathers know nothing of in their sense ; 
but instead of denoting accidents (by the word species) which 
are in no subject, they use it commonly for the substance, the 
nature, the matter of a thing, the subject itself that appears : 
not for appearances without a subject. 


* Orat. 5. contra Arianos, inter Athanasii Opera. [ut supra. ] 

t) De Myst. Misse, 1, 4. c. 11. Est enim hic color et sapor et quantitas 
et qualitas, cm nihil alterutro sit coloratum aut sapidum, quantum aut 
quale. . 
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St. Ambrose often uses this word species, but never in the 
sense of the Romanists ; for which take these instances. 

St. Ambrose says,* ‘‘ That at the marriage (of Cana) our 
Lord, being requested, did change the substance of water into 
the species of wine.” That is, not into the appearance of wine, 
but into real wine that he changed it. 

And in another place :+ ‘“ He provided for the marriage a 
more necessary species ; 2. e. wine, more agreeable to a mar- 
riage-feast than water.”’ 

In another book, { speaking of holy vessels which he 
broke for the redemption of captives, he says: “ This number 
and order of captives far excels the species of cups ;’’ 7. e. all 
sorts of them. 

Again elsewhere :§ <‘‘The species of iron is heavier than 
the liquor of water ;” 7. e. the substance of iron. 

St. Austin :|| ‘They were all baptized into Moses in the 
cloud and in the sea. If therefore the figure of the sea availed 
so much, how much will the species of baptism avail ?”’ 

In another place:{] ‘‘'To make the visible species of bread, 
many grains are mixed together into one.” 

Again,** speaking of the bread in the sacrament, he says, 
‘“When by men’s hands it is brought to that visible species 
(z. e. to the substance of bread), it is not sanctified so as to 
become so great a sacrament, without the invisible operation of 
the Spirit of God.” 

So elsewhere:++ ‘They all drank of the same spiritual 


* Serm. 21. Dominum rogatum ad Nuptias aque substantiam in vini 
speciem commutasse. [Serm. 10. Append. vol. 2. p. 403. Par. 1690.] 

t+ Serm. 22. Speciem magis necessariam Nuptiis preestitit. [Serm. 11. 
Ibid. p. 405.] 

¢ Officior. lib. 2. cap. 28. Hic numerus captivorum, hic ordo prestan- 
tior est quam species poculorum. [TIbid. vol. 2. p. 103.] 

§ De iis qui initiant. cap. 9. Gravior est ferri species quam aquarum 
liquor. [Ibid. p. 339.] 

| In Joan. tract. 11. Omnes in Moyse baptizati sunt in nube et in 
mari. Si ergo figura maris tantum valuit, species baptismi quantum 
valebit ? [ut supra, vol. 3. p. 1805. Par. 1837.] 

q Serm. ad Infantes. Ut sit species visibilis panis, multa grana in 
unum consperguntur. [Serm. 272. Ibid. vol. 5. p. 1615.] 

** Lib. 3. de Trinit. cap. 4. Quod cim per manus hominum ad illam 
visibilem speciem perducitur, non sanctificatur ut sit tam magnum Sacra- 
mentum, nisi operante invisibiliter Spiritu Dei, &c. { Tbid. vol. 8. p. T2200} 

tt In Joan. tract. 26. Omnes eundem spiritualem potum biberunt ; 
aliud illi, aliud nos; sed specie visibili quidem, tamen hoc idem signifi- 
cante virtute spirituali. [Ibid. vol. 3. p. 1984.] 
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drink ; they one thing, and we another; but though another 
as to the visible species, yet as to the spiritual virtue signifying 
the same thing.” Where the visible species, it is plain, de- 
notes water to the Jews, and wine to us, not the accidents only. 

And in another tractate* to the same sense, speaking of the 
Jews: “ Behold the signs are varied, faith remaining the same, 
To them the rock was Christ ; to us, that which is placed on 
the altar is Christ. They drank the water flowing from the 
rock for a great sacrament of the same Christ ; what we drink 
the faithful know. If you regard the visible species, it is 
another thing ; but if the intelligible signification, they drank 
the same spiritual drink.” 

And so in another book,t+ speaking of things assumed to 
signify matters to us, he says, ‘When it is assumed some- 
times it is shewn in an angel, sometimes in that species which 
is not what an angel is, though it is ordered and disposed by 
an angel’s ministry.” And his next instance of such things 
is, ipsum corpus, a body itself. 

So Gaudentius:~ ‘‘ Also by the species of wine his blood 
is then rightly expressed ; for when he says in the Gospel, I 
am the true vine, he fully declares, that all the wine that 
is offered for a figure of his passion is his blood.” 

Arnobius, jun.:§ ‘Our Lord succours them, not only by 
affording them the species of corn, but also of wine and oil.” 
Where the word species, to be sure, relates to the substance and 
the thing itself, not to the accidents of corn, and wine, and oil. 

Sedulius,|| speaking of the offerings of the wise men that 
came to Christ, says, 


* Tract. 45. in Joan. Videte, fide manente, signa variata. Ibi petra 
Christus, nobis Christus quod in altari Dei ponitur; et illi pro magno 
Sacramento ejusdem Christi biberunt aquam profluentem de petra, nos quid 
bibamus norunt fideles: si speciem visibilem intendas, aliud est, si intel- 
ligibilem significationem, eundem potum spiritualem biberunt. [Ibid. vol. 
3. p. 2132. ] 

tT Lib. 3. de Trinit. cap. 10. Cum autem suscipitur, aliquando in 
Angelo demonstratur, aliquando in ea specie quee non est quod Angelus, 
quamvis per Angelum disposita ministretur. [Ibid. vol. 8. p. 1232.] 

t In Exod. tract. 2. Recté etiam vini specie tum sanguis ejus exprimi- 
tur, quia cum ipse in Evangelico dicit, Ego sum vitis vera, satis declarat 
sanguinem suum esse omne vinum quod in figura passionis ejus offertur. 
[ut supra, p. 946. vol. 2.] 

§ In Psal. 104. Succurrit, non solum eis speciem frumenti, sed et 
vini et olei administrans. 

|| Lib. 2. Operis Paschal. [Carm. Paschal.] [Biblioth. Vet. Patr. 
vol. 9. p. 543. col. 2, Venet. 1773.] 
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*‘ Tpse etiam ut possent Species ostendere Christum ; 
Aurea nascenti fuderunt munera Regi, 
Thura dedere Deo, myrrham tribuere sepulchro.’’ 


That is, 


** They point to Christ even by the gifts they bring ; 
Gold they present unto him as a king, 
Incense as God, myrrh for his burying.’’ 


The things they present are, you see, his species. 

Salvian’s words are plain:* “Add,” says he, ‘‘ those 
healed waters either given or changed, which preserved their 
species, and relinquished their nature.’ Here species is taken 
for the substance remaining, and nature for the qualities of the 
water that were changed. 

Walafridus Strabo,t+ shewing how Christ in the last supper 
delivered to his disciples the sacraments of his body and blood 
in the substance of bread and wine, adds, ‘“‘ Nothing more 
agreeable than these species could be found, to signify the 
unity of the head and members.” 

Rupertus Abbas:{ ‘‘ Nothing of the sacrifice enters into 
him that has no faith, besides the visible species of bread and 
wine.’ No one ever thought, but that the wicked partaked as 
much of the outward elements as the faithful; but he says a 
little before, ‘‘ That when the priest distributes the sacrifice to 
be eaten by the faithful, the bread and wine is consumed and 
passes away.’ ‘Therefore by the ‘visible species’ he means 
the bread and wine, which the wicked only partake of. 

It has been largely proved by Salmasius,$ ‘‘ That in the 
civil law and the Theodosian code, the word species is used for 
things there spoke of; as, species annonarie, for all sorts of 
corn; species publice, for goods brought to the several ports ; 
species vini, frumenti, olei, for wine, corn, and oil; and not 
the accidents.” 

It is not to be expected that any thing should be cited out 
of Greek authors, whose this word is not; and yet it is ob- 


* Lib. 1. de Gub. Dei. p. 21. Edit. Baluz. Adde medicatas aquas vel 
datas vel immutatas, Speciem servantes, Naturam relinquentes. 

+ De Rebus Eccles. cap. 16. Corporis et sanguinis sui Sacramenta 
panis et vini substantia Discipulis tradidit.—Nihil ergo congruentius his 
speciebus ad significandam capitis et membrorum unitatem, potuit in- 
veniri. 

t De Offic. lib. 2. cap. 9. In illum in quo fides non est, preter 
visibiles Species panis et vini, nihil de Sacrificio pervenit. — 

§ Simplicius Verinus de Transubst. p. 230, &c. 


110 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


servable, that even among them the word cidoc, that answers 
to the Latin word species, is taken in the sense of the Latin 
Fathers, and not in that of the present Church of Rome. To 
give only two instances. 

The author under the name of Dionysius the Areopagite,* 
speaking of Christ’s incarnation, uses the phrase of “ assuming 
our species ;” which his scholiast, Maximus, thus explains ;+ 
cidomovovpevov, that is, ‘‘when he had assumed our species or 
nature ; not merely an appearance of our nature. 

Theophylact :{ ‘‘ Because,” says he, “bread and wine are 
things familiar to us, and we could not endure, but should 
abhor to see flesh and blood set before us; therefore Christ, 
the lover of men, condescending to us, preserves the species of 
bread and wine (that is, the elements themselves), but he 
changes them into the virtue of his flesh and blood.” 

To conclude this head, Bertram,§ following the sense of the 
ancients, uses these phrases indifferently: ‘according to the 
visible species,” and “according to the visible creature,” or 
“according to the substance of the creatures.’ Which are 
modes of speech which the present Roman Church will not 
allow of in the eucharist. For they tell us their plain belief 
what species are, in a sequence on Corpus-Christi Day, which 
explains it thus :— 


Sub diversis speciebus, 
Signis tantum, et non rebus, 
Latent res eximie. 


Admirable things lie hid under the different species, which 
are only signs, and not things. 


* Eccles. Hierarch. cap. 3. “Ef npéy etdorowotpevov. [vol. 1. p. 
197. Venet. 1755. | 

t Totr’ sorerd ka? nude eidoc, Hyovy tiv dvow AaBdvra. [Thid. 
voli 2.9. 715] 

t In Mare. 14. To py eidog dprov Kai oivov gudradrret, sic Obvapy 
dé capKdc Kai aiparoc peracroyeot. [vol. 1. p. 249. Venet. 1754.] 

§ Lib. de Corp. et Sang. Christi. Secundtm Speciem visibilem, sectin- 
dum visibilem Creaturam, et secundim creaturarum substantiam. 
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CHAP. V. 
THE FIFTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers differ from the Roman Church in their assertions 
about the nature and properties of Bodies. 


Every one knows what the sentiments of the Roman Church 
are herein, and what they must necessarily assert believing 
transubstantiation: That a body that is organical, as Christ’s 
is, may be invisible and impalpable; commensurate to no 
space: that it may possess one place so as to be in more at 
the same time: that it may be entire in one part and in one 
point, and may exist after the manner of a spirit. 

See Bellarmine de Eucharist. 1. 1. cap. 1. reg. 3. et lib. 3. 
c. 7. The Council of Trent says,* ‘‘ Whole and entire Christ 
is in the eucharist under the species of bread, and under every 
part of the species of bread.” 

I shall now shew, that the Fathers assert quite contrary to 
all these maxims of the Roman Church, giving us a different 
account of the nature and properties of bodies; and in the 
particulars forenamed make no difference betwixt Christ’s body 
and ours. 

First assertion. They assert, that every organized body, not 
excepting the body of Christ, is visible and palpable. 

Tertullian :+ ‘I understand nothing by the body of a man, 
&c. but what is seen and felt.” 

Methodius :{ ‘‘ God is incorporeal, and therefore invisible.” 

EKustathius Antioch. :§ ‘* If he was invisible, without doubt 
he was incorporeal.”’ Speaking of Samuel raised at Endor. 

Didymus:|| “If a thing be invisible, it presently follows, 
that it is incorporeal.”’ 

Gregory Nazianzen:§[ “If God be a body, what kind of 


* Sess. 13. cap. 3. Totus Christus et integer sub specie panis, et sub 
qualibet ejus speciei parte existit. [Labbe, Concil. vol. 14. p. 806. Lut. 
Par. 1672.] 

+ De Resurrect. c. 35. Corpus hominis non aliud intelligam quam— 
quod videtur, quod tenetur. [p. 346. Par. 1695.] 

¢ Apud Photium Cod. 234. “Acwparog Oy, Oud kai adparoc. [p. 932. 
Rothomag. 1653. ] 

§ De Engastrimutho. Hi pév adparoc Hy, dvappirtoywc aowparog Vv. 

| Caten. in Joan. 4. 24. "ArodouSei dé ebOiwe TY dopaTw Td 
aowpmaroy. : 

{ Orat. 34. Ilérepov cpa, kai mg ;—rd avagic Kat aoparoy ;— 
ov yap atry dvoicg owparwy. [vol. 1. p. 540. Par. 1630. ] 
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body, and how?—an impalpable and invisible one ?—This is 
not the nature of bodies.”” And he cries out, (Tie ébovaiac ;) 
**Q strange licence! to imagine thus.” | 

Gregory Nyssen says:* “That is not a body that wants 
colour, figure, solidness, space, weight, and the rest of its 
attributes.” 

S. Austin, + speaking of our Lord, says: ‘‘ He is always 
with us by his divinity ; but if he were not corporally absent 
from us, we should always carnally see his body.” 

Ephrem Antioch.:t¢ ‘‘ No man of any sense can say, that 
the nature of that which is palpable and impalpable, of that 
which is visible and that which is invisible, is the same. Al- 
though the Valentinians in Kulogius § say, that the nature of 
that which is visible, and that which is invisible, is the same.” 
And so did the Manichees. Ibid. 

Vigilius, || speaking of the Lord’s body, says: ‘ It is neces- 
sary the flesh, as well as the Word, if they be of one nature, be 
uncreated and invisible—but it is impossible that flesh should 
be the subject of such conditions.” 

Titus Bostrensis :§ ‘‘ Every thing that falls under our sight, 
seeing it is a body, is in nature opposite to that which is in- 
visible and incorporeal.” 

Damascen :** “ How can that be a body, &c. which is 
impalpable and invisible ?”’ 

Gregory the Great,++ speaking of a glorified body, says, 
“It will therefore be a subtile body, because it will be incor- 


* De Opific. Hom. cap. 24. Ovx tori cdma, @ To XoGpa, kat To ox ma, 
Kain dvriruria, Kain Ordoractc, TO Bapoc, Kai TA AOLTA THY iWtwpaTrwr 
ov mwapeotuv, &c. [vol. 1. p. 107. Par. 1638. ] 

+ De Verb. Domini, Ser. 60. Semper quidem Divinitate nobiscum est, 
sed nisi corporaliter abiret & nobis, semper ejus corpus carnaliter videremus. 
fut supra, vol. 5. p. 998.] 

t Apud Photium, Cod. 229. Ovddsic dv eimesiy dvvarar vovy txwy, 
won avr oboe Wyragnrov kai anragHrou, Kal Oparov Kai Goparov. 
[p. 794. Rothomag. 1653.] 

§ Ibid. Cod. 230. ‘Hyeie ret dparov cai doparov piav sivar rHY 
pvow papev. (Ibid. p. 850.] 

| Lib. 4. contr. Eutych. Necesse erit ut caro, sicut et verbum, si 
unius cum eo est nature, increata sit et invisibilis, etc. Sed carnem his 
conditionibus subjacere impossibile est. 

{ Contr. Manich. 1. 2. Omne quod sub aspectum cadit, cum sit corpus, 
natura oppositum est inaspectabili et incorporeo, etc. 

** De Fide Orth. lib. 1. c. 4. ldé¢ oj pa—dvagic kai doparov. 

tt Moral. lib. 14. c. 33. Erit itaque subtilis, quia et incorruptibilis ; 
erit palpabilis, quia non amittet essentiam veracis nature. [vol. 1. p. 467. 
Par. 1705.] 
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ruptible ; and it will be palpable, because it shall not lose the 
essence of its true nature.” 

Cyril of Alexandria, in his Explication of the third Anathema 
of the Ephesine Council:* ‘ He is not a stranger to that 
body which he has united to himself, which we say is capable 
to be felt, and to be seen.” 

In fine, the Church of Rome makes Christ’s body invisible 
though it be present ; the Fathers never make it so, but because 
it is absent. 

So Ammonius:f ‘‘ He was taken up into heaven, and be- 
came invisible unto men.” 

And the author imperfecti Operis in Mattheum :~ ‘ When 
he is present, he is not believed, but seen; but when he is 
absent, he is not seen, but believed, whilst he is feared.” 

Second assertion. The Fathers assert, that every body 
is quantum, and as it has quantity, possesses a place or space, 
and is commensurate to it: that a body cannot be in more than 
one place, nor be entire in one part, nor exist after the manner 
of a spirit. All which are false, if transubstantiation be true. 

St. Basil§ makes that to be incorporeal, whose essence cannot 
be divided three ways (or has not three dimensions). 

Gregory Nyssen says :|| ‘‘ That if you take quantity, solid- 
ness, and other properties from the subject, the whole nature 
of the body is dissolved,” &c. 

St. Austin says so much upon this argument, that I must 
only mention some few testimonies out of a great heap that 
might be collected. 

He says,{] ‘ A body is that which consists of greater and 
lesser parts, containing greater and lesser spaces of place.” 

Again,** distinguishing bodies into gross and subtile ones, 


* Tom. 3. Concil. Labbe. p. 817. Ov ydp ty adXOrptov avrov rd 
ivwbiy abr@ cdpa, > Kai arrov civar pdpev, kai Oparor. 

+ Caten. in Joan. 16.10. ’AvadygSévra sig odpavode, Kai agary) 
yeyovora Toic avIpwrotc. 

t Homil. 53. Si sit presens, non creditur, sed videtur; cum autem 
absens fuerit, non videtur, sed creditur, dum timetur. 

§ Contr. Eunom. 1. 2. Ovctay rpiyy diacrarny. 

|| De Opific. Hom. c. 24. “Exaoroy 62 rovrwy ei vpatpeOein Tov 
UToKEEVOU, TAC O TOV CWLaTOE CvYdtahverat AOyoc. [ut supra. ] 

q Lib. 4. de Orig. Anime, c. 11. Corpus est quicquid majoribus et 
minoribus suis partibus, majora et minora spatia locorum continentibus, 
constat. [c. 12.] [ut supra, vol. 10. p. 769.] 

** Epist. 3. ad Volusian. Quorum nullum potest esse ubique totum, 
quoniam per innumerabiles partes aliud alibi habeat necesse est: et quan- 
tumcumque sit corpus seu quantulumcunque corpusculum loci occupet 


VOL. IX. I 
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he says, “ Both are bodies, none of which can be every where 
whole and entire, because by reason of its innumerable parts, 
it must have another place elsewhere; and how great or little 
soever a body is, it possesses a space of place, and so fills that 
place, that it is not whole in any part of it.” And a little 
after: “ God is not thus said to fill the world, in the same 
manner as water or air does, so that by a lesser part of himself 
he fills a lesser part of the world, and by a greater part a 
greater.” So that, according to him, none but God and spirits 
can have such an existence. 

So in his epistle to Euodius :* ‘‘ There is no body so little, 
which after its manner does not possess a local space; neither 
is it whole every where in that space it possesses, but less in a 
part of that space than in the whole.” 

And again: ‘There can be no body, either celestial or 
terrestrial, aereal or aqueous, that is not less in a part than in 
the whole; nor can it any ways have another part in the place 
of this part, but must have one here, another elsewhere, 
throughout the several distant and divided spaces of place,” &c. 

« But the nature of the soul is not found to be extended to 
the spaces of place by any bulkiness.” 

He says the same in another epistle,t and adds, “‘ Take 
away local extent from bodies, and they will be no where; and 
if they are no where, they will not be at all.” 

In the same epistle, speaking of the Divine Persons, that 
nothing hinders why they may not be every where simul, he 


spatium, eundemque locum sic impleat, ut in nulla ejus parte sit totum.— 
Non sic Deus dicitur implere mundum, velut aqua, velut aer, ut minore 
sui parte minorem mundi impleat partem, et majore majorem. Novit 
ubique totus esse, et nullo contineri loco. [Epist. 137. Ibid. vol. 2. p. 602.] 

* Epist. 101. Nullum esse quantulumcunque corpusculum, quod non 
pro suo modo loci occupet spatium; nec in eo quod occupat ubique sit 
totum, sed minus sit in parte quam in toto. [Epist. 162. Ibid. p. 865.1] 

+ Contra Epist. Manichei, cap. 16. Nec omnino potest esse aliquod 
corpus sive coeleste, sive terrestre, sive aereum, sive humidum, quod non 
minus sit in parte quam in toto, neque ullo modo possit in loco hujus 
partis habere aliam partem, sed aliud hic, aliud alibi per spatia queelibet 
locorum distantia et dividua, etc. Animezewvero natura nullo modo invenitur 
locorum spatiis aliqua mole distendi. [Ibid. vol. 8. p. 281.] _ 

{ Ad Dardanum Epist. 57. Spatia locorum tolle corporibus, nusquam 
erunt; et quia nusquam erunt, nec erunt. Non enim corpora sunt, quo- 
rum amplior sit in tribus quam in singulis magnitudo, nec loca suis molibus 
tenent, ut distantibus spatiis simul esse non possint. Ubique totum pre- 
sentem esse non dubites tanquam Deum, et in eodem Templo Dei esse 
tanquam inhabitantem Deum, et in loco aliquo coeli, propter veri corporis 
modum. [Epist. 187. Ibid. vol. 2. p. 1038.] 
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argues thus: “ For they are not bodies, whose magnitude is 
larger in three than in one; nor do they possess places by their 
bulk, so as not to be able to be in distant spaces at once,” 
(which is the nature, he acknowledges, of bodies.) 

He says also of Christ, ‘“‘ We are not to doubt that whole 
Christ is every where present as God, and is in the same temple 
of God, as an inhabiting Deity, and in one certain place of 
heaven, by reason of the nature of his true body.”’ 

Elsewhere:* ‘ God is whole in heaven, and whole on earth; 
not at different times successively, but both together; which 
no corporeal nature is capable of.” 

Again :}+ “ Every thing that may be seen with bodily eyes, 
must of necessity be in some place; nor can it be whole every 
where, but must possess a lesser place by a lesser part of itself, 
and a greater place by a greater part.” 

He repeats almost the same in his twenty-eighth epistle. 

And in another book :{ “The parts of air also fill their 
places; nor is it possible that the air that fills this house, 
should together with it have the air that is in a neighbour’s 
house.” 

Again elsewhere :§ ‘ Every thing of bulk that possesses a 
place, is not whole in its single parts, but whole in all its parts ; 
therefore one part of it is in this place, and another in another.” 

In another tract :|| ‘‘ Man, as to his body, is in a place, 
and. passes from one place to another; and when he comes to 
another place, he is no longer in that place from whence he 


* De Civit. Dei, 1. 22. c. 29. Deus totus in ccelo est, totus in terra, 
von alternis temporibus, sed utrumque simul, quod nulla natura corporalis 
potest. [Ibid. vol. 7. p. 1199.] 

+ Epist. 6. ad Italicam. Omne quod oculis corporeis conspici potest, 
in loco aliquo sit necesse est, neque ubique sit totum, sed minore sui parte 
minorem locum occupet, et majore majorem. [Epist. 92. Ibid. vol. 2. 
p. 341.] . 

t Cont. Epist. Manichei, c. 16. Aeris partes suos quoque implent 
locos, nec fieri potest ut aer quo impletur hec domus, simul secum in 
eadem domo habere possit etiam illum aerem quem vicini habent. [Tbid. 
vol. 8. p. 280.] 

§ De Immort. Anime, c. 16. Moles omnis que occupat locum, non 
est in singulis suis partibus tota, sed in omnibus, quare aliqua pars ejus 
alibi est, et alibi alia. [Ibid. vol. 1. p. 666.] 

| Tract. 31. in Joan. Homo secundtim corpus in loco est, et de loco 
migrat, et cum ad alium locum venerit, in eo loco unde venit non est : 
Deus autem implet omnia et ubique totus est, non secundum spatia tenetur 
locis. Erat tamen Christus secundim visibilem carnem in terra, secundim 
invisibilem Majestatem in coelo et in terra. [Ibid. vol. 3. p. 2021. } 


ae 


116 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


came. But God fills all things, and is every where whole, not 
confined to places according to spaces. Christ, according to 
his visible flesh, was on earth ; according to his invisible majesty, 
in heaven and earth.” 

To name but two or ee more out of St. Austin, who seems 
to speak prophetically :* ‘‘ Having said thus, he ascended into 
heaven, and would precaution us against those that he foretold 
would arise in succeeding ages, and say, Lo, here is Christ, 
or lo there; whom he warned us not to believe: and we shall 
have no excuse if we shall believe them against this so clear, 
open, and manifest voice of our Pastor,” Xe. 

And in his book against Faustus,+ he says, ‘‘ That Christ, 
according to his corporal presence, cannot be at the same time 
in the sun, and in the moon, and on the cross.”’ 

Lastly, in another tract:{ ‘‘ Our Lord is above, yet also 
truth the Lord is here: for the body of our Lord in which he 
arose, must be in one place ; his truth is diffused every where.” 

Neither do the rest of the Fathers differ from his doctrine, 
but give their full consent to it. 

Anastasius Niceenus :$ “It is impossible to imagine a body 
without a place, and other things, without which it cannot 
be,” &c. 

Didymus Alexandr.|| proves the Holy Ghost to be God, 
because he is in more places than one. ‘The Holy Ghost him- 
self, if he were one of the creatures, would at least have a cir- 
cumscribed (or bounded) substance, as all things have that are 


* De Unit. Eccles. c. 10. His dictis mox ascendit in ccelum, pre- 
munire voluit aures nostras adversus eos, qui procedentibus temporibus 
exsurrecturos esse preedixerat, et dicturos, Ecce hic Christus, ecce illic. 
Quibus nec crederemus admonuit. Nec ulla nobis excusatio est, si cre- 
diderimus contra vocem Pastoris nostri tam claram, tam apertam, tam 
manifestam, etc. [c.11.] [Ibid. vol. 9. p. 562.] 

+ Lib. 20. cap. 11. Secundum presentiam corporalem simul et in 
sole, et in luna et in cruce esse non posset. [Ibid. vol. 8. p. 536.] 

+ Tract 80. in Joan. Sursum est Dominus, sed etiam hic est veritas Do- 
minus. Corpus enim Domini in quo resurrexit, uno loco esse oportet 
(the printed copies absurdly read potest] veritas ejus ubique diffusa est. 
[ Ibid. vol. 3. p. 2011.] 

§ In Collect. adv. Severianos in Bibl. Patr. tom. 4. Impossibile est 
cogitare corpus sine loco, et sine aliis extra que esse non potest, &c. 

|| De Spiritu S. lib. 1. Ipse Spiritus S. si unus de creaturis esset, saltem 
circumscriptam haberet substantiam, sicut universee que factee sunt— 
Spiritus autem, cium in pluribus sit, non habet substantiam circum- 
scriptam. Angelica virtus ab hoc prorsus aliena. [Biblioth. Vet. Patr. 
vol. 6. p. 265. Venet. 1770.] 
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made—But the Holy Spirit, seeing he is in more than one, has 
not a bounded substance.” And afterwards he says, “That the 
Holy Ghost was present with the Apostles, though dispersed 
to the ends of the earth ;”’ and adds, ‘‘’ The power of angels is 
altogether a stranger to this.” 

Theodoret* makes this a consequence from angels being of 
a determinate substance, “that then they require a place to be 
m: for only the Divinity,” says he, “as being undetermined, 
is not in a place.’ And elsewhere,+ speaking of Christ’s body 
after the resurrection, he says, ‘‘ Still it is a body, having its 
former circumscription.” 

Cyril of Alexandria,t disputing against those that thought 
the Son was begotten of the substance of the Father, bya 
division of his substance, says,§ “If the Divine Nature did 
admit of section and division, then you conceive of it as a body ;. 
and if so, then it must be in a place, and im magnitude and 
quantity ; and if endued with quantity, it could not avoid 
being circumscribed.” 

Fulgentius also :|| ‘That which is circumscribed by any end 
(or bound), must be contained in a place, or in time.’ 

And again,{| speaking of Christ’s body: ‘If the body of 
Christ be a true one, it must be contained in a place.” 

St. Gregory Nazianzen** makes it impossible for one body 
to be in divers. 

So does Damascen}+ ae it impossible that one body should 
pass through another, unless there be répvov cat reprvdpevor, 
that which divides, and that which is divided. 

Claud. Mamertus :t{ << Nothing illocal is corporeal ; every 
thing illocal is also incorporeal.”’ 


* Tn. Genes. qu. 3. Tézov dpa moocdéiovrar povoy yao Td Osior, 
wg atrepiypagor, odk év TOT. [vol.. Lys p: 7. Hal. 177 3. ] 

—t Dialog. 2. Lapa dé bpwo éori roy roorépay Exwy Teprypagiy. 
[Ibid. vol. 4. p. 122.] 

t De S. Trinit. Dial. 2. 

« § Ki 08 robro, Kai éy TrOmW TAYTWC TOU, Kat éV tind Kai TOOW, 
Kai é7st0n) TWEeTOOWTAL, My PEevysTHW TEpLtypagyHy. [vol. 5. par. 1. p. 447. 
Lut. 1638. | 

| Ad Thrasimund. lib. 2. c. 7. Quod aliquo circumscribitur fine, 
necesse est ut loco teneatur aut tempore. 

q Ib. c. 18. Si verum est corpus Christi, loco utique oportet contineri. 
(The printed copies read potest contineri, without sense. 

** SOpuaév owpaciy ore, OED Boivatov: Orat.34.[p. 451. Par. 1630. | 

tt De Fide Orth. 1. 1. c. 4. 

t De Statu Anime, 1. 2. c. 3. Nihil illocale corporeum : omne illocale 
eorperenrs quoque est. [Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 6. p. 1060. col. 2. 
Lugd. 1677.] 
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And again:* “It is plain, thatno body can be touched 
wholly together, nor can the least whole you can imagine, be 
in one place (thatis, in one point).”” And he instances in a 
grain of poppy, or the least part of it, “that it has not its 
lower parts there where it has its upper parts, nor its right- 
hand parts there where its left-hand parts are, nor its parts 
before there where it has its parts behind.” 

St. Hilary,+ speaking of Christ as God, says, “ He is a 
Spirit, penetrating and containing all things. For according to 
us he is not corporeal, so that when he is present in one place 
he should be absent from another,” &e. 

And elsewhere :{ “ A man, or any thing like him, when he 
is ina place any where, cannot then be elsewhere; because 
that which is there is contained where it is; and he that is 
placed any where, his nature is incapable to be every where.” 

So also Nazianzen :§ “A vessel of the capacity of one 
measure, will not contain two measures ; nor the place that will 
hold one body, can receive two or more bodies into it.” 

Again,|| a little after: ‘This is the nature of intellectual 
beings, that incorporeally and indivisibly they mingle with one 
another, and with bodies.” 

And elsewhere{ he proves the Deity of the Holy Ghost, 
because ‘he penetrates all intellectual, pure, and most subtile 
spirits (as the angels, and also Apostles and prophets) at the 
same time, when they are not in the same places, but dispersed 
severally ; which shews, that the Holy Spirit is uncireum- 
scribed. 

St. Basil uses the same argument to prove the same : “Every 
one of the other powers we believe to be in a circumscribed 


* Thid. lib. 1. c. 18. Hine patet omne corpus totum simul tangi non 
posse, nec in uno loco esse quamlibet minimum totum posse.—TIllic non 
habet inferiora sua ubi habet superiora sua, nec illic dextra ubi sinistra, 
nec anteriora illic ubi posteriora. [p. 1053. col. 1.] 

t+ In Psal. 124. Spiritus namque est omnia penetrans et continens. 
Non enim secundtm nos corporalis est, ut cum alicubi adsit, absit aliunde, 
&ce. [p. 455. Veron. 1730. ] 

+ Lib. 8. de Trinitate. Homo, aut aliquid ei simile, cim alicubi erit, 
tum alibi non erit ; quia illud quod est illic continetur ubi fuerit, infirma 
ad id natura ejus, ut ubique sit, qui insistens alicubi sit. [Ibid. p. 230.] 

§ Orat. 51. ’Ayystoy pedivatoy ob xwenoer Ommsdiusvoyv, ovde 
cwpwaroe évoeg TO70¢ OVO 7) TAEiw CHpara. [ut supra, p. 741. ] 

|| Paulo post. Toratry yap 7 THY vonray gbotc, dowparwe Kai 
axywotorwc, kal GdANAoLE, Kai Copace ptyyvosat. [Ibid.] 

q Orat. 37. Ata wavrwv yxwpodty rvevparwv vospOy, Kadaoor, 
Newroradtwy—kara TavToy Kai ovK ty Toicg adrotg TOTOLC, dAwY OF, 
dA\Naxod veveunpevor, wp OnovTat TO aTEplypaTTov. 
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place ; for the angel that was present to Cornelius was not in 
the same place that he was in when he was present to Philip ; 
nor the angel that talked with Zacharias at the altar, did at 
the same time fulfil his station in heaven. But the Spirit we 
believe could at the same time act both in Habakkuk, and in 
Daniel when he was in Babylon, &c. For the Spirit of the 
Lord filled the universe.’’* Which is an ill argument, if Christ’s 
body could be in more places at the same time. 

Arnobius,+ disputing against the heathens, who said, that 
their gods did inhabit their statues, whom yet they believed 
to be finite and bounded, urges them thus: ‘The gods that 
inhabit im statues, are they single gods that are in single statues 
whole, or divided into several parts? For one god (finite 
as theirs were) cannot be in many statues at the same time, 
nor again exist divided into parts by being cut asunder. For 
let us suppose that there are ten thousand statues of Vulcan 
all the world over: can one at one time be in all those ten 
thousand statues? I think not. Ifyou ask, why so? Even 
because those things that are of a particular and singular 
nature, cannot be made many, retaining the entireness of their 
simplicity.” Again: “If this be supposed, that one deity can 
dwell in them all at one time, then you must either say of 
every god, that he can divide himself from himself, so as to 
be the same, and another too, not separated by any difference,, 
but that he shall be the very same, and yet another; which 
because nature refuses and rejects, you must say and confess, 
that there are innumerable Vulcans, if we will suppose him to 


* De Spir. S. cap. 14. "AdXwy éxadorn Ouvapewy iv weorypanTy 
romTw Tuyxavew merviorevrat, &c. Ivetpa yao Kuptov wexdnowke 
THY olkoupéevny. [cap. 23.] [vol. 3. p. 64. Par. 1839.] 

+ Lib. 6. contra Gentes. In simulachris Dii habitant, singuline in 
singulis toti, an partiliter atque in membra divisi?) Nam neque unus 
Deus in compluribus potis est uno tempore inesse: simulachris, neque 
rursus in partes sectione interveniente divisus. Constituamus enim decem 
millia simulachrorum toto esse in orbe Vulcani: nunquid esse ut dixi, 
decem omnibus in millibus potis est unus uno in tempore? Non opinor. 
Qua causa? Quia que sunt privata singulariaque natura, multa fieri 
nequeunt, simplicitatis suse integritate servata.—Si hoc fuerit sumptum, 
posse unum in omnibus eodem tempore permanere, aut Deorum unus- 
quisque dicendus ita ipsum semet ab ipso se dividere, ut et ipse sit et alter, 
non aliquo discrimine separatus, sed et ipse idem et alius; quod quoniam 
recusat et respuit aspernaturque natura, aut innumeros dicendum est con~ 
fitendumque esse Vulcanos, si in cunctis volumus eum degere atque inesse 
simulachris, aut erit in nullo, quia esse divisus natura prohibetur in 
plurimis. [p. 215. Wirceb. 1783. ] 
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be and dwell in all his statues; or else that he is im none of 
them, because nature prohibits his division among many.” All 
this would be very ill reasoning if he believed that which the 
Church of Rome does, that all this which be disputes 
against, is done in the eucharist. 

St. Ambrose :* ‘Since every creature is bounded within 
certain limits of his nature, &c. how dare any one call the Holy 
Ghost a creature, who has nota limited and determined virtue ? 
For he is always in all things, and in all places, which is the 
property of the Divinity, and of supreme rule.” 

And afterwards mentioning that place of the Psalmist, 
‘‘ Whither shall I go from thy Spirit?” He adds, “‘ Of what 
angel does the Scripture say this? Of what principality? Of 
what power? What angel’s virtue do we find diffused among 
many ‘—Who can doubt then that to be divine, that is at once 
infused into more, and is not seen; and that to be corporeal, 
which is seen of every one, and held by them ?” 

Tertulliant also proves the Deity of Christ, by his presence 
in every place : ‘‘ If Christ be only man, how is he every where 
present with those that call upon him? Seeing this is not the 
nature of man, but of God, to be present in every place.” 

Author Quest. ad Antioch.t denies that angels can be 
present in many places at once, and adds, “That it is God’s 
property only to be found in two places, and in the whole 
world at the same moment of time.” 

In consequence of this doctrine of theirs about bodies, the 
Fathers in the last place assert, 

Third assertion. 'That it is impossible for one to dwell in 
himself, or to partake of, and have one’s own body in himself ; 
because whatsoever contains, must be greater than that which 


* Lib. [1.] de Spir. 8. c. 7. Ctium omnis creatura certis suze nature sit 
circumscripta limitibus, &c. quomodo. quis audeat creaturam appellare 
Spiritum S. quinon habeat circumscriptam determinatamque virtutem ? 
quia et in omnibus et ubique semper est, quod utique Divinitatis et Domi- 
nationis est proprium.—De quo hoc Angelo Scriptura dicit ? de qua Do- 
minatione? de qua Potestate? Cujus invenimus Angeli virtutem per 
plurimos esse diffusam ?—Quis ergo dubitet quin divinum sit, quod infun- 
ditur simul pluribus, nec videtur; corporeum autem quod videtur a 
singulis et tenetur ? [vol. 2. p. 617. Par. 1690.] 

. t Lib. de Trinitate. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest 
ubique invocaturis ? cim hec non hominis natura est sed Dei, ut adesse in 
omni loco possit. 

t Quast. 26. Movov rov O00 éoruy éy Ovai romo, Kai tv Op TH 
Koopy év abry TY poy EvpioKeczat. 
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is contained init; and there would be a penetration of dimen- 
sions, which they deny. 

Cyril of Alex. lays it down as a rule,* that “nothing can 
partake of itself.”’ 

And elsewhere :+ “Seeing nothing can partake of itself, but 
this is with relation to another, it is altogether necessary to 
affirm, that that which partakes should be different in nature 
from that which is partaked of ” 

And again he says,{ ‘“‘ That to partake of oneself, is absurd 
so much as to imagine it.” 

St. Chrysostom says,§ “‘ He that dwells in the tabernacle, 
and the tabernacle itself, are not the same; but one thing 
dwells in another thing: for nothing dwells in itself.” 

Gelasius Ceesarien. :|| ‘<The Word was made flesh, not being 
itself changed, but dwelling in us. The tabernacle is one 
thing, and the Word is another; the temple is one thing, and 
God that dwells in it another.” 

See also the like saying in Methodius, cited by Photius in 
his Bibliotheca. Cod. 234, p. 920, ult. edit. 

In a word, the Fathers oppose all penetration of dimensions 
in bodies, and say,{] “That it is impossible for one body to 
penetrate another body.” 

And the same author says,** “ That if this were possible, you 
might then say, that heaven itself might be contained in a grain 
of millet.” 

The Fathers argue against Marcion, upon this rule, “ That 
whatsoever contains another thing, is greater than that which 
is contained in it.” 


* De Trin. Dialog. 6. Méroyor éavrov mavreddc obdév. [ut supra, 
vol. 5. par. 1. p. 594. ] 

+ Ibid. Dial. 5 et 7. ’Eewdx) 0& Eavrov pév ode dv re peradaBor ror, 
mabo. 0 ay abro TH TELS ETEQOY CXEGEL, TO METOXOY TOU METEXOMEVOY, 
Tadd TwWc avayKn Kal éTEpopvic eivar réyetv. [Ibid. p. 560, 643.) 

t+ Idem in Joan. lib. 2. c. 1. Mévoy évvoeiy axisavoyv. [Ibid. vol. 4. 

.119.] 
: § Hom. 10. in Joan. citat. & Theodoret. Dial. 2. AA’ Erepoy éy 
iréow oxnvot—ovdéiy yap év éavr@ waroucst. [Chrysost. Op. vol. 8. p. 
74. Par. 1836.] 

| Citat. a Theodoret. Dial. 1. [vol. 4. p. 46. Hal. 1772.] ’Ev npiy 
oknvwcac’ Erepov oKnyn, Kai Erepoy 6 Adyoc* ETEpOY 6 VaAdC, Kai ErEpoy 
6 évouKOv abT@ Osc. 

q Author. Libr. cui tit. Celebres Opiniones de Anima, c. 10. Yopa 
yao dud soparoc Xwpijoae aduvaror. . 

** Tbid. cap. ult. Sic dici posset in milii grano coelum contineri. 
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So does Epiphanius.* So does Tertullian.t Irenzeust has 
the same rule, and laughs at Marcion’s god upon that account. 

Greg. Nyssen§ proves that the Deity has no bounds, by this 
argument, ‘that otherwise what contains would be greater than 
the Deity contained therein.” 

Theophilus Antioch. says,|| ‘‘This is the property of the 
Almighty and true God, not only to be every where, but to 
inspect and hear all things. Neither is he contained in a 
place, for else the contaming place would be greater than him- 
self; for that which contains, is greater than that which is 
contained in it.” 

I will conclude this chapter with the remarkable words of 
Fulgentius :{| ‘‘ Hvery thing so remains, as it has received of 
God that it should be, one on this manner, and another on that. 
For it is not given to bodies to exist after such a manner as is — 
granted unto spirits,” &c. 


CHAP. VI. 


THE SIXTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome (suitably to the strange doctrine tt 
teaches about Christ's body and blood) teaches us not to 
believe the report our senses make, that the substance of 
bread and wine remains in the sacrament ; but to pass a 
contrary judgment to what they inform us herein. But the 
Fathers teach the contrary, that we may securely rely upon 
the evidence of our senses, as to any body, even as to the 
true Body of Christ. 


Tuat the Church of Rome would not have us in this mat- 
ter to attend to the evidence of sense, is needless to prove, 
since nothing is more common than to hear them call upon us 
to distrust them, and to believe against their report. Thus 


* Heeres. 42. sec. 7. To weptexrexov peiZoy rov weprexopmévov. [vol. 1. 
p. 307. Colon. 1682. ] 

+ Contr. Marcion. l. 1. c. 15. [ut supra, p. 372.] 

t¢ Adv. Her. 1. 2.c. 1. [vol. 1. p. 116. Venet. 1734.] 

§ De Vita Mosis. 

| Ad Autolycum, 1. 2. MeiZoyv yap éori rd xwpody Tod xwooupévov. 

4] De Fide ad Petr. c.3. Unaqueeque res ita permanet, sicut a Deo 
accepit ut esset, alia quidem sic, alia autem sic. Neque enim sic datum 
est corproibus ut sint, sicut spiritus acceperunt, &c. [Max. Bibl. Vet. 
Patr. vol. 9. p. 76. col. 1. Lugd. 1777.] 
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the Trent Catechism* teaches us to believe, “That no sub- 
stance of the elements remains in the eucharist, though nothing 
seems more strange and remote from our senses than this.” 
And again,t ‘‘We so receive the body and blood of Christ, 
that yet we cannot perceive by our senses that it is truly so.’ 

As for the Fathers, they are strangers to this doctrine, nor 
did they betray the Christian cause in this manner, by taking 
away all certainty from the testimony of our senses. They, on 
the contrary, proved the truth of Christ’s body against the 
Valentinians, the Marcionites, and other heretics, by this argu- 
ment, which the Church of Rome rejects; they made their 
appeals frequently (as St. John had done before them) to what 
had been seen with men’s eyes, to what their ears had heard, 
and their hands had handled, without any suspicion of their 
being deceived. 

Thus Irenzeus:t ‘This meets with them who say, that 
Christ suffered only seemingly. For if he did not truly suffer, 
no thanks are due to him, when there was no passion. And 
when we shall begin truly to suffer, he will seem a seducer, 
when he exhorts us to suffer stripes, and to turn the other 
cheek, if he first did not suffer this in truth. And as he 
seduced them, in seeming to be that which he was not; so he 
seduces us, whilst he exhorts us to suffer the things which he 
did not suffer.”’ | 

Again :§ “These things were not done seemingly only, but 
in reality of truth ; for if he appeared to be a man when he 
was not so, he neither did remain the Spirit of God, which he 
truly was, since a spirit is invisible, nor was there any truth in 


¢ 


* Ad Paroch. de Euchar. part. 2. num. 25.—Nullam Elementorum 
substantiam remanere, quamvis nihil magis 4 sensibus alienum et remotum 
videri possit. [p. 185. Lips. 1847.] 

+ Ib. n. 46. Corpus et sanguinem Domini ita sumimus, ut tamen 
quod vere sit, sensibus percipi non potest. [p. 195.] 

~ Lib. 3. adv. Heres. c. 20. Hoe autem et illis occurrit, qui dicunt 
eum putative passum: Si enim non veré passus est, nulla gratia ei, 
cum nulla fuerit passio. Et nos ctm incipiemus veré pati, seducens 
videbitur, adhortans nos vapulare et alteram prebere maxillam, si ipse 
illud non prior in veritate passus est. Et quemadmodum illos seduxit, ut 
videretur ipse hoc quod non erat, et nos seducit adhortans perferre ea quae 
ipse non pertulit. [ut supra, vol. Eoop-palh.,col.:1. | 

§ Re 5. cap. 1. citante Theodoreto. Dial. 2. Ov ydo JoKknoee 
Tavra, arn’ év UTooraoe an Peiac éyivero’ si 0& pip WV AVOUT OC 
ipaivero avOou7oe, ourE 0 HY én’ ad Osta é EMELVE mEvpea Ozou, eed 
céparov TO Tvsvpa, oUTE AAYOELa Tic HY iv adTw ob yap HY ékeiva 


anep ipaivero. (Ibid. p. 292. col. 2.] 
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him ; for he was not that which he appeared to be.” He 
thought it, you see, absurdity enough to say, that Christ ap- 
peared what he was not. But what absurdity can this be to 
them that say it is constantly so in the sacrament, where that 
appears so and so which is not so, as the bread and wine, 
according to them, does? 

Again:* ‘ As Christ therefore rose again in the substance of 
our flesh, and shewed to his disciples the print of the nails and 
the opening of his side, and these are indications of his flesh 
which arose from the dead: so also, he says, he will raise us 
up by his power.” 

Tertullian argues thus against Marcion:+ “ Believe it, he 
chose rather to be born (which Marcion thought absurd) than 
in any respect to lie, and that against himself; so as to carry 
flesh about him hard without bones, solid without muscles, 
bloody without blood, clothed without a garment, craving 
food without hunger, eating without teeth, speaking without a 
tongue, so that his speech was a phantasm to men’s ears by the 
image only ofa voice.”’ Then he instances in Christ’s shewing 
his hands and feet to his disciples after his resurrection: ‘‘ Be- 
hold,” says he, ‘it is I myself; for a spirit has not flesh and 
bones.” But, as he goes on, according to Marcion’s interpreta- 
tion,t “ Behold, he cozens, and deceives, and circumvents all 
men’s eyes, all men’s senses, all their approaches and touches. 
Thou therefore shouldst not have brought down Christ from 
heaven, but from some society of jugglers,” &e. 

Again:§ ‘Now when the flesh of Christ is found to be a 


* Id. lib. 5. cap. 7. Quomodo igitur Christus in carnis substantia 
resurrexit, et ostendit discipulis figuram clavorum et apertionem lateris ; 
hee autem sunt indicia carnis ejus que surrexit 4 mortuis; sic et NOS, 
inquit, suscitabit per virtutem suam. [Ibid. p. 300. col. 1.] 

+ De Carne Christi, c. 5. Maluit, crede, nasci, quam aliqua ex parte 
mentiri, et quidem in semetipsum ; ut carnem gestaret sine ossibus duram, 
sine musculis solidam, sine sanguine cruentam, sine tunica vestitam, sine 
fame esurientem, sine dentibus edentem, sine lingua loquentem, ut 
phantasma auribus fuerit sermo ejus per imaginem vocis. [p. 310. 
Par. 1695.] 

t Ecce fallit et decipit et circumvenit omnium oculos, omnium sensus, 
omnium accessus et contactus. Ergo jam Christum non de coelo deferre 
debueras, sed de aliquo circulatorio coetu, &c. [Ibid. p.311.] 

§ Idem. adv. Marcion. 1. 3. c. 8. Jam nunc cim mendacium depre- 
henditur Christi caro; sequitur ut et omnia que per carnem Christi gesta 
sunt, mendacio gesta sint, congressus, contactus, convictus, ipsee quoque 
virtutes. Ibid. [p. 401.] An credam ei de interiore substantia, qui sit 
de exteriore frustratus ? Quomodo verax habebitur in occulto, qui fallax 
repertus in aperto? [Ibid.] 
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falsity, it follows also, that all the things done by the flesh of 
Christ, are falsely acted ; such as his meeting persons, touching 
them, his conversation, and even his miracles themselves,” &c. 

And when Marcion had instanced in the appearances of 
angels to Abraham and to Lot, like men, meeting with them, 
and eating, and doing that they were commanded, Tertullian 
answers,* ‘ Know that this is not granted neither, that those 
angels had only seeming flesh, but of a true, solid, human sub- 
stance.” 

He adds afterwards,+ “It suffices me to define that, which 
is agreeable to God, wiz. the truth of that thing which he has 
made the object of three senses that testify it, viz. sight, 
touch, and hearing.”’ 

And again :{ ‘‘ Thou now honourest thy God with the title 
of fallaciousness, if he knew himself to be another thing, than 
what he made men to believe he was.” 

And in his next book against Marcion:$ ‘“‘ The argument 
of the woman that was a sinner belongs to this, to prove that 
when she kissed our Lord’s feet, watered them with her tears, 
wiped them with her hairs, and anointed them, she then handled 
the truth of a solid body, and not an empty phantom.” 

Again in the last chapter :|| ‘‘ Why does he offer to their 
inspection his hands and his feet, which are members consist- 
ing of bones, if he had no bones? Why did he add, ‘and know 
that it is I myself,’ to wit, whom they had known before to 
have a body ?”’ 

May not we ask, agreeably to this reasoning of Tertullian, 
Why does Christ offer to our sight the accidents of bread 
and wine, if there be no bread and wine remaining in the 
eucharist ; especially when what we see we knew io be bread 
and wine before ? 

But the most remarkable testimony of Tertullian’s is in his 


* Tbid.c.9. Scito, nec illud concedi tibi, ut putativa fuerit in Angelis 
caro, sed vere et solide substantize humane. [p. 402. ] 

+ Ibid.c. 10. Sufficit mihi hoc definire, quod Deo congruit, veritatem 
scilicet illius rei, quam tribus testibus sensibus objecit, visui, tactui, auditui. 

t Ibid. c. 11. Jam Deum tuum honoras fallacie titulo, si aliud se esse 
sciebat, quam quod homines fecerat opinari. [p. 403. ] 

§ Lib. 4. c. 18. Illius peccatricis feminee argumentum eo pertinebit, 
ut cm pedes Domini osculis figeret, lacrymis inundaret, crinibus deter- 
geret, unguento perduceret, solidi corporis veritatem, non phantasma inane 
tractaverit. [p. 432.] 

| Ibid. c.43, Cur autem inspectui eorum manus et pedes suos offert, 
quz membra ex ossibus constant, si ossa non habebat? Cur adjecit, Et 
scitote quod ego sum, quem scilicet corporeum retro noverant? [p. 460.] 
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book de Anima,* where on set purpose he opposes the Acade- 
mics, that would not have men give credit to their senses. He 
urges against them,+ “‘ That there is no abuse of the senses but 
has a cause for it: and if those causes deceive the senses, and 
our opinions by them, the fallacy is not to be charged upon our 
senses, that follow those causes; nor upon our opinions, that 
are directed by our senses, which follow those causes.” And 
afterwards he cries out, ““O thou malapert Academy, what 
dost thou do? (in charging deceit upon the senses) thou over- 
turnest the whole state of life, thou disturbest all the order of 
nature, thou blindest the providence of God himself, who (ac- 
cording to thee) has set lying and deceitful senses as lords over 
all his works, for to understand, inhabit, dispense, and enjoy 
them,” &e. 

t¢ —‘“‘ It is no ways lawful and fit to call those senses in ques- 
tion, lest we should doubt of their credit even in Christ him- 
self; lest it should be said, that he falsely saw Satan thrown 
down from heaven, or falsely heard his Father's voice testifying 
concerning him, or was deceived when he touched Peter’s 
wife’s mother, or perceived afterwards a different scent of the 
ointment which he accepted for his burial, and afterwards a4 
different taste of the wine which he consecrated in memory of 
his blood.— Neither was nature abused in his Apostles. Faith- 
ful was their sight and hearmg in the mount; faithful and 
true was the taste of that wine which was water before, at the 
marriage in Galilee ; faithful was Thomas’s touch, who there- 
upon believed.” 

“Recite John’s testimony : That which we have seen, says 
he, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, 


* De Anima, cap. 17. [Ibid. p. 275.] 

+ Nulla sensuum frustratio causa caret, quod si cause fallunt sensus, 
et per sensus opiniones, jam nec in sensibus constituenda fallacia est, qui 
causas sequuntur, nec in opinionibus qui sensibus diriguntur sequentibus 
causas.—Quid agis, Academia procacissima ? Totum vite statum evertis, 
omnem naturze ordinem turbas, ipsius Dei providentiam excoecas, qui 
cunctis operibus suis intelligendis, incolendis, dispensandis, fruendisque 
fallaces et mendaces dominos prvefecerit sensus, &c. [p. 275, 276. ] 

+— Non licet, non licet nobis in dubium sensus istos devocare, ne et in 
Christo de fide eorum deliberetur ; né forté dicatur, quod falso Satanam 
prospectarit de coelo preecipitatum ; aut falso vocem Patris audierit de 
ipso testificatam ; aut deceptus sit cim Petri socrum tetigit, aut alium 
postea unguenti spiritum senserit, quod in supulturam suam acceptavit ; 
alium postea vini saporem, quod in sanguinis sui memoriam consecravit.— 
Atque né in Apostolis quidem ejus ludificata natura est. Fidelis fuit et 
visus et auditus in monte; fidelis et gustus vini illius, licet aquee ante, in 
nuptiis Galilee ; fidelis et tactus exinde creduli Thomee. [p. 756.] 
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and our hands have handled of the Word of life.* This is all 
a false testification, if the nature of the sense of our eyes and 
ears and hands is a lie and a cheat.” 

And in the next chapter :+ ‘“ The understanding seems to 
use sense as a leader, and author, and principal foundation ; 
neither can truths be laid hold of without it.” 

St. Austin teaches the same doctrine :{ ‘‘ Our eyes do not 
deceive us, for they can only report to the mind how they are 
affected. —If one thinks that an oar is broken in the water, 
and when it is taken out of the water made whole again, he has 
not a bad reporter, but he is an ill judge. For the eye, accord- 
ing to its nature, neither could nor ought to perceive it other- 
wise while in the water; for if the air is a different medium 
from water, it must perceive it one ways in the air, and another 
ways in water. Therefore the eye sees rightly; for it was 
made only to see: but the mind judges amiss,”’ &c. 

So also St. Hilary:§ ‘‘ He takes away their foolish rash- 
ness, who contend that our Lord was seen in the flesh in a 
deceitful and false body; that the Father feigning truth, shewed . 
him in the habit of false flesh’? (asthe Romanists make Christ’s 
body to be shewn in habitu falsi panis), ‘not remembering 
what was said after his resurrection, to the Apostles that 
thought they saw a spirit: Why are ye troubled, &c. Behold 
my hands and my feet, that it is I myself; for a spirit has not 
flesh and bones, as ye see me have.” 


* Recita Johannis testationem : Quod vidimus, iniquit, quod audivimus, 
oculis nostris vidimus, et manus nostre contrectaverunt de sermone vite. 
Falsa utique testatio, si oculorum et aurium et manuum sensus natura 
mentitur. [Ibid.] 

+ Cap. 18. Videtur intellectus duce uti sensu, et auctore et principali 
fundamento, nec sine illo veritates posse contingi. [Ibid. p. 278.] 

~£ De Vera Relig. cap. 33. [ut supra, vol. i. p. 1240.] Ne ipsi quidem 
oculi fallunt ; non enim renunciare possunt animo nisi affectionem suam. 
—Si quis remum frangi in aqua opinatur, et cum inde aufertur integrari, 
non habet malum internuncium, sed malus est judex. Nam ille pro natura 
sua non potuit aliter in aqua sentire, nec aliter debuit. Si enim aliud est 
aer, aliud aqua, justum est ut aliter in aere, aliter in aqua sentiatur. 
Quare oculus recté videt; ad hoc enim factus est ut tantum videat: sed 
animus perverse judicat, &c. 

§ In Psal. 137. Tollit stultissimam eorum temeritatem, qui frustrato 
falsoque corpore Dominum in carne visum esse contendunt ; ut eum Pater 
ementita veritate in habitu false carnis ostenderit; non recordantes post 
resurrectionem corporis spiritum se videre credentibus Apostolis dictum 
esse, Quid conturbati, &c. videte manus et pedes meos, quoniam ipse ego 
sum, palpate et videte, quoniam spiritus carnem et ossa non habet, sicut 
me videtis habere. [p. 558. Veron. 1730.] 
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Epiphanius* is very large in arguing the truth of Christ’s 
body, from what was sensibly done to his body; and if he 
argues truly, then what is sensibly done to the bread in the 
eucharist, proves the truth of bread remaining, and not only 
the appearance of it. 

He asks Marcion,+ ‘‘ How could he be taken and crucified, 
if, according to thy saymg, he could not be handled ?—For 
thou canst not define him to be a phantom, whom thou con- 
fessest to fall under the touch.” 

Again he argues,t ‘‘That Christ had a true body, because 
he went into the Pharisee’s house and sat down. That which 
sits down, is a bulky body.” 

And when the woman washed his feet with her tears, he 
adds,§ ‘‘ Not the feet of a phantom. And kissed them, per- 
ceiving his body by her touch. And, what feet did she kiss, 
but the feet made up of flesh and bones, and other parts ?” 

So again,|| the woman that touched Christ and was healed, 
She did not touch air, but something human that might be 
touched.” 

Again: ‘ Animaginary thing, or wind, or a spirit or phan- 
tom, admits neither of burial nor a resurrection. But why 
may not a phantom as well be buried and raised, as accidents 
be broken and distributed, when no bread remains.’ 

Again, he observes,** from that of his kneeling down and 
praying, that all this was done év aAn@eig, because his disciples 
saw him,t} ‘‘and he was found to his disciples under their 
touch.” 

So also concerning Christ’s crucifixion, he observes,tt that 
the piercing his hands and feet with nails, and handling of them 
to do it, could not be ddxcnote cat pavracpa, “an imagination 
or show.” But if the Church of Rome say true, he is out ; 


* Heres. 42. [p. 302, &c. vol. 1. Colon. 1682. ] 

+ Ibid. Refut. 4. [ac ovdAngOeic cravpovra, Oo py vm’ agny 
Urorinrwy KaTa TOY Ody Adyor ;—od yap OUYaTaL payTaciay OpiZeLY 
Tov vorEepoy Um’ agny TitrovTa eKvipevoy. [p. 323.] 

t Ibid. Refut.10 et 11. Lapa dyxnody 7d caraxeipevoy. [p. 325.] 

§ 00 gavraciac 7é0ac. Tic abng Tov cHparoc aicSavopévy. [Ibid.] 

| Ibid. Refut. 14. Ov depoc ipbaro, adr’ adij¢g avSpwretac. [p. 
327.] 

{ Ibid. Refut. 16. Adknowc 62} dvepoc, ) wvevpa, 7) pavracia, kn- 
dsiay cai rapyy ob« avedéxeTo Kai avdoracv. [p. 327.] 

** Refut. 65. [Ibid. p. 345.] 

tt ‘Yr’ agiy Toig padnraic evptocdpusvog. [Tbid.] 

tt Ibid. Refut. 71. [p. 347.] 
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for it is only ddxcnove and a phantom, when I chew and fasten 
my teeth in the host, there being no substance that I bite. 

He afterwards challenges Marcion from that expression,* 
** He was known in breaking of bread. How,”’ says he, ‘ was 
this breaking of bread performed? Was it by a phantom, or 
from a body bulky,t and really acting it ?” 

Here I may well observe, that if the very breaking of 
bread argues a true body that did perform that thing ; how 
much more forcible is our question to the Romanists, What 
means the mention of bread broken in the eucharist (as 
Christ is said to break bread), if nothing be broken at all but 
only in show and appearance ? 

Epiphanius also elsewhere says,§ when Christ shewed them 
to Moses and Elias in the mount, “ He did not present an 
image or a phantom, as intending to deceive his Apostles; 
but shewed what they were really.” 

Athanasius says,|| ‘“‘ Christ did both eat meat, and permitted 
his body to be touched by his disciples, that not only their 
eyes, but also their fingers might be brought in for witnesses 
of the truth; so removing all suspicion of a phantom or 
ghostly appearance.” 

St. Chrysostom brings in Christ saying thus: ‘It is not 
my way to mock or abuse mine with a false appearance. If 
the sight is afraid of a vain image, the hands and fingers may 
find out the truth of my body. Perhaps some mist may de- 
ceive the eyes ; but a corporal touch owns a body.” 

Also elsewhere,** speaking of seeing and hearing, he says, 
** By these senses we learn all things exactly, and seem teachers 
worthy of credit, concerning such things which we receive 


by our sight or hearing, seeing we neither feign, nor speak 
falsely.” 


* Thid. Refut. 77. WoSev 9 eXaowc rov dorov éyévero. [p. 349.] 

t ‘Yxo gayraciac. [Tbid.] 

$ “Evepyovvroc dycnoov kar’ adnSeav. [Ibid.] 

§ Heeres. 64. sec. 36. Ov eidwrov  davracua Tove ’Amoord\oug 
Bovdopevoc araray, aX 6 noav apevddc. [Ibid. p. 559.] 

| Orat. 2, de Ascen. Christi. Adcac rij¢ gavraciac tiv drowWiar. 
[vol. 2. p. 6. Heidelb. 1600. ] 

{ De Resurrect. Hom. 9. Lat. Paris. 1588. tom. 3. pag. 775. Non est 
meum meos ludificare phantasmate ; vanam imaginem visus si timet, veri- 
tatem corporis manus et digitus exploret. Potest fortasse aliqua oculos 
caligo decipere, palpatio corporalis verum corpus agnoscat. 

** Hom. 29.in Joan. Aid ry aicSnoewy rovrwy nusic TayTa pav- 
Oavopnev axoiBic, Kai a&idrioroe Ookovpev sivar Odackador UTip OV 
} OWer TaparaBuper, y dxog deEWpeda, [vol. 8. p. 197. Par. 1836.] 

VOL. IX. K 
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But lest any one should pretend, that the eucharist isa 
mystery, and that in such things our senses may impose on us, 
and deceive us, it is very remarkable how this Father distin- 
guishes betwixt them. 

He tells us* wherein deception does consist, viz. “When a 
thing does not appear to be what it is, but appears to be what 
it is not.” But he makes a mystery to be another thing,t 
viz. “ when we see not what we believe, but see one thing, and 
believe another thing: for this,” says he, ‘is the nature of 
our mysteries.” 

St. Austint makes the concurrent testimony of sense, espe- 
cially that of feeling, to give sufficient assurance to us. Thus 
he says: ‘‘There is no cause to doubt of Christ's resurrec- 
tion, whose presence the eye does own, the hand handles, and 
the fingers examine.—If we perhaps should say, that Thomas’s 
eyes were deceived, yet we cannot say so of his hands; for 
in clearing the resurrection, doubt may be made of the sight, 
but no doubt can be made of feeling.” 

Again elsewhere :§ ‘‘ Who but devils, that are friends to 
cozenage, could persuade them, that Christ deceived men, 
when he suffered, when he died, and when he shewed his 
scars 2” 

Again:|| ‘‘ This, which is like magic, ye are said to assert, 
that Christ’s passion and death was only in appearance, and 


* Hom. 13. in Ep. ad Ephes. “Oray ri éore py paivnrar, add’ 
Omep pn éori OsixyuTat [Tbid. vol. 11. p. 111.] 

+ Hom. 7.in 1 ad Cor. Muvornotoy caXsirat, Ore obxy dimen OpGpev 
muoTevopwev, AN ErEpa OpHpev Kai ErEepa Tiorevomev’ ToLadTH yao 7 
TOY pvoTnplwy nudy dvowc, &c. [Ibid. vol. 10. p. 59.] 

t Serm. de Temp. 161. Cujus presentiam agnoscat oculus, attrectet 
manus, digitus perscrutetur.—Si forté diceremus, Thome oculos fuisse 
deceptos, at non possemus dicere manus frustratas ; in resurrectionis enim 
manifestatione de aspectu ambigi potest, de tactu non potest dubitari. [vol. 
5. p. 2779. Par. 1838. ] 

§ Contra Faustum, 1. 14. c. 10. Qui nisi Demones, quibus amica 
fallacia est, istis persuaderent, Quod Christus fallaciter passus, fallaciter 
mortuus sit, fallaciter cicatrices ostenderit? [Ibid. vol. 8. p. 434.] 

| Ibid. 1. 29. c. 2. Ilud est quod Magiz simile dicimini asserere, quod 
passionem mortemque ejus specie tenus factam et fallaciter dicitis adum- 
bratam, ut mori videretur, qui non moriebatur. Ex quo fit, ut ejus 
quoque resurrectionem umbraticam, imaginariam fallacemque dicatis. 
Neque enim ejus, qui non veré mortuus est, vera esse resurrectio potest : 
ita fit, ut et cicatrices discipulis dubitantibus falsas ostenderit, nec 
Thomas veritate confirmatus, sed fallacia deceptus clamaret, Dominus 
meus, et Deus meus, &c. [Ibid. p. 679.} 
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in a deceitful shadow; so that he seemed to die, when he 
did not die. Whence it follows, that you must assert also his 
resurrection to be in show, imaginary and fallacious. For he 
cannot be truly raised, who did not truly die: and if so, then 
he shewed false scars to his doubting disciples; neither did 
Thomas cry out, My Lord and my God, because he was con- 
firmed in the truth, but because he was deceived by a cheat.” 

Suitably to which, he asserts in another place :* “If the 
body of Christ was a phantom, Christ deceived us; and if he 
deceive us, he is not the truth. But Christ is the truth ; 
therefore the body of Christ was not a fantastical body.” 

Now against all these plain testimonies, I know only one 
objection can be made, which we are to consider, vz. 

Oljection. That some of the Fathers call upon us not to 
believe our senses, nor to regard their information; and that 
particularly they do so in the case of the eucharist. 

To this objection, I shall give these satisfactory answers. 

Answ. 1. It is certain, that the Fathers appeal to our senses 
even in the matter of the eucharist. We have seen instances 
before, particularly in Tertullian ; to which let me add one 
remarkable testimony out of St. Austin: ‘This which you 
see upon God’s altar, you were shewn last night; but you 
have not yet heard what it is, what it meaneth, and of how 
great a thing it is a sacrament. That which you see, is bread 
and the cup; thus much your own eyes inform you,” &c. 
He appeals to their eyes, you see, as to the elements before 
them, and supposes, that when they tell them there is bread and 
a cup, they were not deceived. But then he informs them of 
that which their senses could not be judge of, because not an 
object of them, which was understood by the bread and the 
cup, as we shall hear afterwards. 

Answ. 2. The Fathers call upon men not to regard the in- 
formation of their senses, in matters wherein yet none questions 
the truth and certainty of their information. Therefore, this 
is no argument to question the truth of what our senses in- 


* Lib. 83. Question. Quest. 14. Si phantasma fuit corpus Christi, 
fefellit Christus: et si fallit, veritas non est. Est autem veritas Christus ; 
non igitur phantasma fuit corpus ejus. [Ibid. vol. 6. p. 29.] 

t+ Serm. ad recen. Baptizat. apud Fulgentium, Bedam, &c. Hoc quod 
videtis in altari Dei, etiam transacta nocte vidistis: sed quid esset, quid 
sibi vellet, quam magne rei Sacramentum contineret, nondum audistis. 
Quod ergo videtis, panis est et calix, quod vobis etiam oculi vestri 
renunciant, &c. [Serm. 272. Ibid. vol. 5. p. 1613.] 

K 2 
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form us of in the eucharist, because they would not have us to 
regard them. 

Thus Cyril of Jerusalem,* speaking of holy chrism: “ Take 
heed you do not think,” says he, “this to be mere simple 
ointment.” Sense indeed reaches no further than that ; but 
then, comparing chrism with the eucharist (which is not to be 
looked upon as common bread after consecration), he adds, 
‘We are to look upon this holy ointment not as bare and 
common ointment, after consecration; but as the grace of 
Christ,”’ &c. 

So also he says of baptism :{ ‘Come not to the font as to 
simple and mere water, but to the spiritual grace that is given 
together with the water.”’§ And a little after, “ Being,” says 
he, “about to descend into the water, do not attend to the 
simpleness of the water.’? And yet, for all this, he never 
intended to deny it to be true water. 

Gelasius Cyzic.:|| ‘‘We are not to consider our baptism 
with sensitive, but with intellectual eyes.” 

Or, as St. Austin says :{ ‘“‘ You ought not to make an esti- 
mate of those waters with your eyes, but with your mind.” 

Thus also St. Ambrose,** speaking of baptism: “‘ As to 
what thou hast seen, to wit, the waters, and not those alone, 
but Levites there ministering, and the bishop asking questions, 
and consecrating ; first of all, the Apostle has taught thee, 
that we are not to look upon the things that are seen, but 
on the things which are not seen, &c. Do not therefore 
only believe thy bodily eyes: that is rather seen, which is not 


* Catech. Mystag. 3. “Opa pn wrovonoye éxeivo rd pipoy WAdv 
eivat. [p. 316. Venet. 1763 | 

+t Kai rd dytoy rovro pbpoy ob« ert Wirdyv, obOE Kowvdy per’ 
ivikdnov, adda Xotorov yaoiopa, &c. [Ibid. p. 317.] 

t Idem Catech. Dlum. 3. M7 we wdare itm rodced9e rH NovTE™, 
ANA TH pera TOV VOarog OwWopevy mvevparicy yapure. (Ibid. p. 40.] 

§ M7) TM Pr Tod bOarog rodcexe, &c. [Ibid. p. 41.] 

|| Diatypos. c.4. Td Bawriopa jpwy ob roic aisSnroic d¢Sadpoic 
KATAVONTEOY, AANA TOIC YoNPOIC. 

{ Serm. 2. in Append. Sermon. 40. 4 Sirmondo Editor. Non debetis 
aquas illas oculis estimare, sed mente. 

** De his qui initiantur. c. 3. Quod vidisti aquas utique, sed non solas, 
Levitas illic ministrantes, summum Sacerdotem interrogantem et conse- 
crantem: Primo omnium docuit te Apostolus, non ea contemplanda nobis 
que videntur, sed que non videntur, &c. Non ergo solis corporis tui 
oculis credas. Magis videtur quod non videtur, quia istud temporale, 
illud zternum aspicitur, quod oculis non comprehenditur, animo autem 
et mente cernitur. [vol. 2. p. 327. Par. 1690. ] 
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seen ; because that is temporal, this is eternal, which is not 
comprehended by our eyes, but is seen by our mind and 
understanding.” 

St. Chrysostom,* speaking also of baptism, thus breaks out : 
«Let us believe God’s affirmation, for this is more faithful 
than our sight; for our sight often is deceived, that is im- 
possible to fall to the ground.’’ 

It is so frequent an expression of St. Chrysostom, “ that 
God’s word is more to be credited than our eyes,” that he 
applies it not only to the sacraments, but even to the case of 
almsgiving: for thus he says:+ ‘‘ Let us be so affected when 
we give alms to the poor, as if we gave them to Christ him- 
self: for his words are more sure than our sight. Therefore 
when thou seest a poor man, remember the words whereby 
Christ signified, that he himself is fed. For though what is 
seen is not Christ, yet under this shape he receives thy alms, 
and asks it.”’ 

Answ. 3. The Fathers in the matter of signs and sacra- 
ments therefore call upon us not to listen to our senses, and 
credit them, because, in such cases, they would have us to 
consider things beyond and above their information ; such as 
relate to their use and efficacy ; these being spiritual things 
signified by what is visible, wherein they place the mystery, 
and which sense can neither discover nor judge of. 

St. Austin has a rulet in this case: “TI say this, treating of 
signs ; in which none ought to attend to what they are, but 
rather that they are signs, that is, that they signify. Fora 
sign is a thing, which besides what appears affecting the 
senses, does of itself make somewhat else to come into our 
thoughts.” 

So also Origen § describes a sign to be a note of another 
thing besides that which the sense gives testimony to. 


* In Joan. Hom. 24. MevSwpe0a roivuy ry aropdcet Tov Osov' OWewc 
yao toriv avr miotoTipa’ 4 piv yap dug ztod\axov Kai ofadXETaL, 
éxsivny O& dunyavoy Ovareceiv. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 168.] 

+ Hom. 89.in Matth. Ta phpara abrov rig bWEewe nuay wioTérEpa. 
Ei yap Kai rd gavydpevoy obit ori Xproroc, GAN év ToUTHY TH oxHpare 
avroc AapBavet cai rpocarret. [Ibid. vol. 7. p. 936.] 

{ De Doctr. Christ. 1. 2. c. 1. De signis differens, hoc dico, ne quis in 
eis attendat quod sunt, sed potius quod signa sunt, idest, quod significant. 
Signum est enim res, preter speciem, quam ingerit sensibus, aliud aliquid 
ex se faciens in cogitationem venire. [vol. 3. p. 41. Par. 1836. ] 

§ In Joan. tom. 18. [tom. 13.] ad finem. Ydporov éErépov, rapa 7d 


aisdnrac yeyevnpévor. [vol. 4. p. 279. Par. 1759.] 
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But none has so fully declared this matter, and answered 
the former objection, as St. Chrysostom, in the place fore- 
cited, whose words deserve to be set down at large.* Where 
treating of baptism, the eucharist, and other mysteries, after 
he has told us (as we heard before) what a mystery is, vz: 
“‘when we do not merely believe what we see, but see one 
thing and believe another,’ he goes on thus: 

‘J and an infidel are diversely affected with them. I hear 
that Christ was crucified, I presently admire his benignity: 
he hears the same, and he counts it infirmity. I hear that he 
was made a servant, and I admire his care: he, when he hears 
the same, counts it infamy.” And so he goes on with his 
death and resurrection, and the different judgment is made of 
them, and proceeds to speak of the sacraments :}+ ‘‘ The infidel, 
hearing of the laver (of baptism) esteems it simply water ; but 
I do not merely look upon what I see, but regard the cleansing 
of the soul by the Spirit. He thinks that my body only is 
washed ; but I believe that my soul is made clean and holy ; 
I reckon the burial, resurrection, sanctification, righteousness, 
redemption, adoption of sons, the inheritance, the kingdom of 
heaven, the supply of the Spirit.{ For, I do not judge of the 
things that appear by my sight, but by the eyes of my mind. 
I hear of the body of Christ. I understand what is said, one 
way ; an infidel another.” Which he further illustrates ad- 
mirably thus: “As children looking upon books, know not 
the power of letters, understand not what they look upon; 
nay, even toa grown man that is unlearned, it will be the 
same, when a man of skill will find out much hidden virtue, 
lives, and histories contained therein. And if one of no skill 
receive a letter, he will judge it only to be paper and ink ; but 
he that has skill hears an absent person speak, and discourses 
with him, and speaks what he pleases again to him by letters.§ 
Just thus it is in a mystery; unbelievers hearmg, seem not to 


* In 1 Cor. Hom. 7. Edit. Savil. tom. 3. p. 280. “Erepa opimev rai 
treoa miorevoperv. [vol. 10. p. 59. Par. 1836. ] 

+ ’Akotwy Novrpdy éixéivoc, atrHc VOwo vopizZe tyw O& od Td 
dpopevov aTrAGe PrErw, AAG Tov Tig Puxije Kabappdy roy dia Tod 
avevparoc, &ec. [Ibid.] 

t Ov ydp Ty dpa Kpivw Ta parvdpeva AAG Toig dPParpoig Tig 
ctavotac’ akotw oma Xpiorov® ériowc éyw vow Td sipnpévory, ETEQWE 
& amuorog. [Ibid.] 

§ Otrw Kai éxi Tod prvornplov yivera’ ol piv ArioTot Kat Tolye 
akovovrec, ov OoKkovoLY akovEety’ ot O& TLoTOL Ota TOU TVEVPATOS ExOV- 
rec éumeipiay, Opwot THY évaTroKEévuN THY Ovvapty. [Ibid. p. 60.] 
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hear; but the believers, being taught skill by the Spirit, per- 
ceive the power of the hidden things.” : 

This discourse of St. Chrysostom’s explains a place in St. 
Cyril of Jerusalemm,* and teaches us how to understand it: 
where speaking of the eucharist, he says, ‘‘Do not consider 
it as bare bread and wine; for it is the body and blood of 
Christ, according to our Lord’s affirmation. And although 
sense suggests this to thee, let faith confirm thee. Do not 
judge of the matter by thy taste; but by faith be undoubtedly 
perguaded, that thou art honoured with the body and blood of 

rist.”” 

And afterwards :+ “Being fully persuaded, that the visible 
bread is not bread, though the taste perceive it such, but the 
body of Christ; and the visible wine is not wine, though the 
taste would have it so, but the blood of Christ.” 

All which must be only understood of the sacramental rela- 
tion that the bread and wine have to the body and blood of 
Christ, which the sense of tasting acquaints us nothing at all 
with, and therefore is not a fit judge of this; but we are to 
believe, and not doubt of its truth. 

It will also help us to understand another place of St. 
Chrysostom,t (Homil. 83. in Matth.) where he bids us, 
“ Believe God every where, without contradicting him, though 
what he says seems contrary to our reasonings, and to our 
eyes; but let his word prevail above our reasonings and our 
eyes. Let us do the same in the mysteries, not fixing our 
eyes only upon the things set before us, but let us hold fast 
his words: for his word cannot deceive us; but our sense easily 
may: that can never fall to the ground; but this often fails. 
Since therefore the word says,§ This is my body, let us be 


* Catech. 4. Mystag. M7) rodceye we Pudoicg TH dorw Kai TH otvy* 
cima yao Kai aia Xpiorov Kara thy JeorworuKny Tvyxaver aTopacty. 
Bi yao kai 7 atoSnoic cor TovrTo HroBdadXEL, GAN 1) TioTtg BeBaiwrat* 
fe) ard Tie yévoewc Kpivys TO TOaypa, &c. [ut supra, p. 321.] 

+ TlAnpogopnSeic, we 6 patvdpevog dproc, odK prog éaTiv, et Kui 
TH yevos aisgnroc, AAG oHpa Xororov' Kaid Patvdpmevog oivog, ovK 
oivog tori, et Kai 9 yevoue ToOUTO BovAETAaL, AdAAG aipa Xprorov. [Tbid. 
p- 322.] 

t TleSipeSa ravrayot rw Oe, Kat pndiv ayriisywper, Kav 
évayrioy evar doxy Totg mpeTépoie Aoytopoic Kai Taig bPeor rd 
Aeyopevoy, &c. [ut supra, vol. 7. p. 889.] 

§ OU Toic KEtpmévorg povoy éuBAEmOoYTEC, GAG Ta Phywara abrov 
katixywpev, &c. "Emet ody 0 Adyog gyoi, TOUTS ~oTL TO GHpa pov, 
Kai TEIOMEIA, Kai TLOTEVWPEY, Kal vonTOIC avTO BréeTwpEY ddIadrpmoic* 
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persuaded of it and believe it, and look upon it with intel- 
lectual eyes: for Christ has given us nothing sensible, but in 
sensible things all things intelligible. Thus in baptism, by 
what is sensibly done, there is the gift of water; but what is 
perfected, is intelligible, viz. our regeneration and renovation.” 

If the reader does but remember that baptism is as much 
concerned in this discourse of St. Chrysostom, as the eucharist ; 
and that we are as much required not to trust our eyes, that 
may deceive us, but to trust the word of God in the one case 
as well as the other; it will not give the least countenance to 
the absurdities of transubstantiation. 

And as for those words of his, “that Christ delivered 
nothing sensible to us,” they must be understood with an 
abatement, that we are not to be intent and to fix our thoughts 
merely upon what we see; for else it is certain, that there is 
something sensible delivered in the eucharist, else there would 
be no sign nor no sacrament ; and that Father would contra- 
dict himself, who in the very next words tells us, that ‘* by 
sensible things he has delivered intelligible” (that is spiritual) 
‘things to us ;”’ for which he brings what is bestowed upon 
us in baptism as a proof. | 


CHAP. VII. 
THE SEVENTH DIFFERENCE. 


When the Fathers call the Eucharist Christ's body and blood, 
the Roman Church understands it of Christ's natural body 
given there. But the Fathers do not so; but understand 
at most commonly of the elements of bread and wine, even 
when they call them the body of Christ, and give us the 
reasons why they so call them. 


I NEED not tell you, how the Romish writers catch at every 
place of the Fathers where they meet with the mention of 
Christ’s body and blood ; all their citations are full of little else 
but testimonies of this kind. 

But if they had a mind to understand their sense, and did 


ovdev yap alicdnrov rapidwkev rpiv 6 Xprorde, add’ aic@nroic pév 
TpayWaae TavTd Ta vonra: bre kat ty Tw Barricpare oe aioSnrow 
piv mpdyparog yiverat rou boaroc ra) ddpor, VOnTOY: de TO ATOTEAOU- 
‘psvov, 9 yévnowc kai avakaivworc. [Ibid.] 
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not merely listen to the sound of their words, they would 
quickly see them interpret themselves, so that there could be 
no mistake, nor countenance given hereby to transubstantia- 
tion, or any pretence of Christ but what is spiritual. Which 
by a few observations out of them will appear. 

1. Observation. The Fathers give us warning of it, and tell 
us, that they studiously conceal and hide the mysteries from 
some persons, both out of the Church, and init. Therefore 
their mere expressions concerning it are not sufficient to in- 
form us of their meaning. 

Thus Cyril of Jerusalem tells us,* ‘‘ That we do not speak 
openly of the mysteries among the catechumens, but often 
speak many things covertly, that the faithful that are acquainted 
with the matter may understand it, and they that are un- 
acquainted may not be hurt.” 

St. Austin in like manner: + ‘ What is it that is hidden 
and not public in the Church? The sacrament of baptism, 
and the sacrament of the eucharist. The very Pagans see our 
good works, but the sacraments are hid from them.”’ 

St. Chrysostom (upon those words,t ‘“‘ Why are they then 
baptized for the dead’’) says, ‘‘I have a mind to speak it 
openly, but I dare not, because of them that are not initiated. 
For they make our exposition more difficult, compelling us 
either not to speak plainly, or to declare to them things that 
ought to be concealed.” 

Upon this account they concealed what was apt to be 
despised (whether they did well or no in this, I shall not here 
question), scarce vouchsafing to name the visible elements, but 
mentioning them with more glorious titles, such as could not be 
disregarded. Thus they called baptism by the name of 
gwriopoc, illumination; and they called the eucharist, the 
sacrifice, quod norunt fideles, which the faithful know (thus 
concealing it), or the sacrifice of the body and blood of Christ. 
They call the Lord’s table an altar, and the ministers priests, 


* Catech. Ilum. 6. pag. 149. Edit. 4. Paris. 1608. ’AAAa@ zoAXa zod- 
Adcic Aeyopey éErikecahuppéivwc, &c. 

+ In Psal. 103. Quid est quod occultum est, et non publicum in Ke- 
clesia? Sacramentum Baptismi, Sacramentum Eucharistiz. Opera nostra 
bona vident et Pagani, Sacramenta vero occultantur illis. [ut supra, vol. 
4. p. 1626.] 

t In1 Cor. 15. Hom. 40. O¥8 roApe dé did rode apunrove, 7H pr 
AEyELY cagde, } ei¢ avrovc ékdéipery ra amwdppyra. [ut supra, vol. 10. 
p- 441.] 
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though all these are to bé understood in. a figurative and im- 
proper sense. 

Thus St. Austin says,* ‘Almost all call the sacrament the 
body of Christ.” Which very phrase shews that the sacra- 
ment is not in substance Christ’s natural body. For who 
would phrase it so, ‘ almost all call it,” in giving a proper name 
toa thing? ex. gr. would any say, that almost all call a house 
a house, or amanaman? But to say, that almost all call 
kings gods, tells you, that however for certain reasons kings 
are called gods, yet they are not really and properly so. 

The same Father,+ speaking of several things whereby Christ 
may be signified and set forth, either by words written or 
spoken, &c. he says, ‘We do not call these the body and 
blood of Christ, but that only, which being taken from the 
fruits of the earth, is rightly received by us to our spiritual 
health,”’ &c. 

If the other things had been called so, any one would have 
understood it must be improperly so called, and so must this 
too, as his following words tell us, t ‘that even this is not 
sanctified to become so great a sacrament, but by the invisible 
operation of the Spirit of God.” 

So Isidore of Seville§ gives the same account : ‘‘ By the com- 
mand of Christ, we call the body and blood of Christ that 
which being made of the fruits of the earth, is sanctified and 
made a sacrament by the invisible operation of the Spirit of 
God.” 

2. Observ. The Fathers ofttimes in their very manner of 
speaking concerning the body and blood of Christ, point at 
another thing than his natural body ; so that we need no com- 
mentary upon their words to explain them, for they carry at 
first hearing our sense and meaning in them, and not that of 
the Romanists. To give a few instances. 


* De Verb. Dom. Serm. 53. Pené quidem Sacramentum omnes corpus 
ejus dicunt. [vol. 5. p. 2038. Par. 1838.] 

+t De Trinit. 1. 3. c. 4.—Sed illud tantum quod ex fructibus terrz 
acceptum et prece mystica consecratum, rité sumimus ad salutem spi- 
ritualem, &c. [Ibid. vol. 8. p. 1225.] 

+ Non sanctificatur ut sit tam magnum Sacramentum, nisi operante 
invisibiliter Spiritu Dei. [Ibid.] 

§ Orig. lib. 6. cap. 19. Eo (sc. Christo) jubente, corpus Christi et 
sanguinem dicimus, quod dum fit ex fructibus terre, sanctificatur, et fit 
Sacramentum, operante invisibiliter Spiritu Dei. [p. 52. col. 1. Colon. 
Agr. 1617.] 
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St. Cyprian,* discoursing against those that consecrated and 
drank only water in the sacrament, says, ‘“‘ When Christ says, 
I am the true vine, the blood of Christ it is plain is not water 
but wie. So neither can the Lord’s body be flour alone, or 
water alone, unless both of them be united, and coupled and 
kneaded together into one loaf.’ 

Where nobody can doubt of St. Cyprian’s meaning, that by 
Christ’s body he understands not his natural body, but the 
sacrament of it. 

And so the Council of Carthage+ decreed against the Arme- 
nians (who made use of wine only in the eucharist), ‘‘ That 
nothing shall be offered but the body and blood of Christ, as 
the Lord himself delivered it” (the phrase carries its sense in 
the face of it, if they had said no more, but they add), ‘that 
is, bread and wine mixed with water.” 

What can be more plain than that of Theodoret,{ when he 
says, “That our Saviour changed the names, and on his body 
he put the name of the sign (or symbol) and on the sign the 
name of his body?’ A little before he shews how: ‘‘ You 
know,” says he, “that God called his body bread, and else- 
where he called his flesh wheat (ciroy), Except a corn of wheat 
fall to the earth and die, Matth. xii. But in the delivery of 
the mysteries he called bread his body, and that which is 
mixed (xpdyua) blood.” Is it not clear that neither in one case 
nor the other these sayings are to be understood properly but 
figuratively? Especially when Theodoret, before all I now 
have cited, makes this comparison: §< As after consecration 
we call the mystical fruit of the vine the Lord’s blood ; so he 
(Jacob) called the blood of the true vine, the blood of the 
grape.” Both the one and the other must be figuratively 
understood. 


* Kpist. 63. ad Cecilium. Ctm dicat Christus, ego sum vitis vera, 
sanguis Christi non aqua est utique sed vinum——Quomodo nec Corpus 
Domini potest esse farina sola, aut aqua sola, nisi utrumque adunatum 
fuerit et copulatum, et panis unius compagine solidatum. [p. 225. Venet. 
1728.] 

+ Pandect. Canon. p. 565. Mydéy wréiov rov owparog Kai tov 
aiparog Tov Kupiov moocevexdein, we Kai abroc 6 Kupwog wapédwxey 
Tour éore dpTov Kai oivov VOarTt pEptypévon. 

t Dialog. 1. To piv cwparte rd Tov cvpBdrou TéEKEy dvoma’ TY 
dé cupBdrw Td TOV Owparoc, &c. [vol. 4. p. 26. Hal. 1772. ] 

§ Ib. “Qorep roy prvorikdy Tijc dprédov KapToy pera TOY ayLtacpoy 
aipa Seororikoyv ovopaZopev, odTwW THg adnOLVAG aprédov Td aiva 
oTapuryns wvopacey aipa. [p. 25.] 
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When St. Cyprian in the forecited epistle* says, “ that some 
might make it an objection that by partaking of the communion 
early in the morning, they might be discovered to the heathen 
persecutors by the smell of the wine,’’ he expresses it thus : 
“One fears this, lest by tasting wine he should smell of Christ’s 
blood.” 

St. Jerome has such another saying, which cannot well be 
mistaken to express any other sense but ours, when speaking 
of virginst that were reproved for drinking wine to excess, 
he.says, “‘They made this excuse (joining sacrilege to their 
drunkenness) and said, ‘ God forbid that I should abstain from 
the blood of Christ.’ ”’ 

Hither they said nothing to the purpose, or they took that 
which they called the blood of Christ, for wine properly. 

Thus also St. Chrysostom,t speaking of the rudeness of the 
soldiers in the church, says, that in the tumult, ‘ the most 
holy blood of Christ was shed upon the ‘soldiers’ clothes.” 
Which could be nothing but sacramental wine. 

Leo the Great, speaking of the Manichees, that for fear of 
the laws came to the communion of the Catholics, and direct- 
ing how to discover them, he says,§ ‘“ They so behave them- 
selves in the communion of the sacraments that they may 
sometime be more safely concealed; with an unworthy mouth 
they take the body of Christ, but altogether decline drinking 
the blood of our redemption.” 

In the sense both of Leo and the Manichees the body and 
blood here must be taken figuratively ; for such bad men as 
they, in the sense of the ancients, could not eat, or any way 
receive Christ’s body ina proper sense, but being understood of 
the type ofit, viz. of the sacramental bread that they would re- 
ceive ; but not the type of his blood, wiz. the wine, because, 
as St. Austin|| observes, ‘they drink no wine, saying, it is the 


* Epist. 63. Hoc quis veretur, ne per saporem vini redoleat sanguinem 
Christi. [ut supra, p. 230.] 

+ Epist. ad Eustochium. Ebrietati sacrilegium copulantes aiunt, Absit 
ut ego me abstineam a sanguine Christi. [vol. 1. p. 96. Veron. 1734. ] 

; Epist. 1. ad Innocent. To aytéraroy aipa Xpiorov tig Ta Tey 
oTpatwroy ivaria é&eyetro. [ut supra, vol. 3. p. 618.] 

§ Serm. 4. de Quadrages. Ita in Sacramentorum communione se tem- 
perant, ut interdum tutits lateant; Ore indigno Christi Corpus accipiunt, 
sanguinem autem redemptionis nostre haurire omnino declinant. [vol. 1. 
p- 161. Venet.1753.] 

|| De Heres. 46. Vinum non bibunt, dicentes fel esse principum 
tenebrarum. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 51.] 


‘TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 141 


gall of the Prince of Darkness.”” They had no more prejudice 
against the blood than the body of Christ, only they took it to 
be wine, which they abhorred. 

3. Observ. The Fathers speak of Christ’s body and blood 
in the eucharist with such terms of restriction and diminution 
which plainly tell us, that they understood it not of his sub- 
stantial and natural body, but in a figurative sense. Thus, 

Origen says,* “That bread in the eucharist is made by 
prayer a certain holy body.” 

And St. Austin :+ “ Christ took in his hands what the faith- 
ful understand, and after a sort, carried himself when he said, 
This is my body.” 

Bede,t upon the same Psalm, has the same term of restric- 
tion, ‘‘ Christ, after a sort, was carried in his own hands.’’ 

St. Austin elsewhere,§ ‘‘ In a certain sense the sacrament of 
the body of Christ is Christ’s body ; and the sacrament of the 
blood of Christ, is Christ’s blood.’’ Just as at Easter we say, 
“This day Christ rose,’ because it is a memorial of it. 

St. Chrysostom|| says of the consecrated bread, “that it has 
no longer the name of bread (though the nature of it remains), 
but is counted worthy to be called the Lord’s body.” 

Theodoret, in like manner :{ ‘‘He honoured the visible sym- 
bols with the appellation of his body and blood.” 

Facundus Hermian.** is most express : “ We call,” says he, 
‘the sacrament of his body and blood, which is in the conse- 
crated bread and cup, his body and blood ; not that properly 
the bread is his body, and the cup his blood,” &c. 

So also is St. Chrysostom+t in another place; where he shews 
that the word flesh is not always taken for the gvove cwparoe, 


* Contr. Celsum 1. 8. p. 399. Edit. Cantabr. [1658.] apa dyidy re. 

+ In Psal. 33. conc. 2. Accepit in manus quod norunt fideles, et ipse 
se portabat quodammodo, cum diceret, Hoc est Corpus meum. [vol. 4., 
p. 308. Par. 1835.] 

t In Psal. 33. Christus quodammodo ferebatur in manibus suis. [vol. 
8. p. 471. Colon. Agr. 1688. ] 

§ Epist. 23. ad Bonifac. Secundum quendam modum Sacramentum 
Corporis Christi, Corpus Christi est; Sacramentum sanguinis Christi, 
sanguis Christi est. [vol. 2. p. 400. Par. 1836. ] 

|| Epist. ad Cesarium. Dignus habitus est Dominici Corporis ap- 
pellatione. 

q Dialog. 1. Ta opwpeva otpBorta ry TOU cwpaTog Kai aiparoc 
mooonyooig reriunkey. [ut supra, p. 26.] 

** In Defens. 3. capit. 1. 9.—Non quod proprié Corpus ejus sit panis, 
et poculum sanguis, &c. 

tt In Gal. 5. 17. vol. 3. Savil. p. 755. [ut supra, vol. 10. p. 854.] 
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the nature and substance of the body (which is the only 
proper sense), and he gives other instances which are impro- 
per ;* as that flesh signifies a depraved will. And adds two 
other improper senses, in these words,+ ‘“ By the name of flesh, 
the Scripture is wont also to call the mysteries ;” he adds also, 
that it calls the Church so, when it calls it the body of Christ. 

The very phrase of being wont to call shews that of which 
it is affirmed to be improperly so called, as the phrase of ‘‘ being 
thought worthy of the name” (as we heard before) argues the 
name not properly to agree to it. 

4, Observ. The Fathers, knowing that the eucharist was 
not in a proper sense Christ’s body, give us several reasons 
why it is called his body. But nobody uses to give a reason 
why he calls a thing by its proper name. I shall not name 
all the reasons here, but reserve some to another place; when 
we consider the sacrament as a sign, figure, type, memorial, &c. 

1. One reason they give is from its likeness and resemblance, 
either in respect of what it consists of, or from the likeness of 
its effects. 

St. Austin’s saying is remarkable :{ “If the sacraments had not 
a resemblance of those things of which they are sacraments, 
they would not be sacraments at all: but from this resem- 
blance they take commonly the name even of the things them- 
selves which they resemble.” 

Bede also gives§ the same reason in his commentary on the 
Romans. 

The author of the Book of Sacraments under St. Ambrose’s 
name, speaks thus :|| ‘“‘ Thou mayst say, perhaps, I do not see 
the substance of blood. Well, but it has its likeness. For 
as thou hast received the likeness of his death, so thou drinkest 
the likeness of his precious blood.” | 

St. Cyprian : ‘‘ When Christ called bread, made up of many 


* Try wovnoay mooaipecey. [Tbid.] 

+ Kaira pvornpta cadsiv siwOn n ypagny. [Ibid.] 

¢ Epist. 23. Si Sacramenta quandam similitudinem earum rerum non 
haberent, quarum Sacramenta sunt, omnino Sacramenta non essent. Ex 
hac autem similitudine plerumque etiam ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt. 
[ut supra, p. 400. | 

§ In cap. 6. Epist. ad Roman. 

|| Lib. 4. c.4. Forté dicis, speciem sanguinis non video. Sed habet 
similitudinem. Sicut enim mortis similitudinem sumpsisti, ita etiam simi- 
litudinem pretiosi sanguinis bibis, &c. [vol. 2. p. 370. Par. 1690.] 

q Epist. 76. ad Magnum. Quando Dominus Corpus suum panem— 
vocat, de multorum granorum adunatione congestum, populum nostrum 
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united grains of corn, his body, he shewed the unity of 
Christian people whem he bore; and when he called wine 
pressed out of many grapes and put together, his blood, he 
signified also the uniting of a multitude of the Christian flock 
together.” 

So Rabanus Maurus :* “ Therefore our Lord commended his 
body and blood in those things, which consisting of many 
grains or grapes, are brought together into one, whereby he 
might signify the unity of the charity of saints.” 

Others again from the likeness of its effects. 

Thus Isidore of Seville :+ ‘* Bread, because it strengthens the 
body, is therefore called the body of Christ ; and wine, because 
it produces blood in the flesh, is therefore referred to the 
blood of Christ.”’ 

The same reason is also given by Rabanus Maurus, in his 
commentary upon St. Matthew xxvi. 

2nd reason. Another reason why they call the eucharist 
Christ's body, is, because it supplies the place, is instead of it, 
is its representative, its pledge and pawn. 

Tertullian:{ “‘ His body is reputed to be in the bread, This 
is my body.” 

St. Austin :§ “See how the signs are varied, faith remaining 
the same. There (in the wilderness) the rock was Christ ; to 
us that which is placed on God’s altar is Christ.” 

Again elsewhere more fully:|| ‘All things intended to signify, 


quem portabat indicat adunatum: et quando sanguinem suum vinum ap- 
pellat, de botris atque acinis plurimis expressum atque in unum coactum, 
gregem item nostrum significat commixtione adunate multitudinis copu- 
latum. [ut supra, p. 318.] 

* De Instit. Cleric. c. 31. Propterea Dominus noster Corpus et san- 
guinem suum in eis rebus commendavit, que ad unum aliquid rediguntur 
ex multis sive granis sive acinis, ut Sanctorum. Charitatis unitatem signi- 
ficarent. 

t De Offic. Eccles. 1. 1. cap. 18. Panis quia confirmat Corpus, ideo 
Corpus Christi nuncupatur; vinum autem quia sanguinem operatur in 
carne, ideo ad sanguinem Christi refertur. [p. 395. col. 1. Colon. Agr. 
1617.] 

¢ Lib. 6. de Orat. Corpus ejus in pane censetur, Hoc est corpus 
meum. [p. 131. Par. 1685. ] 

§ Tract. 45.in Joan, Videte, fide manente, signa variata. Ibi Petra 
Christus, nobis Christus quod in altari Dei ponitur. [vol. 3. p. 2132. 
Par. 1837.] 

|| De Civit. Dei, 1. 18. c. 48. Quodammodo omnia significantia viden- 
tur rerum quas significant sustinere personas, sicut dictum est ab Apos- 
tolo, Petra erat Christus, quoniam Petra illa de qua hoc dictum est, signi- 
ficabat utique Christum. [Ibid. vol. 7. p. 855.] 
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seem in a sort to sustain the persons of those things which 
they signify, as the Apostle says, The Rock was Christ, 
because that rock of which this is spoken did signify Christ.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem* says, ‘“‘ Wherefore with all assurance let 
us receive it (viz. the bread and wine) as the body and blood 
of Christ ; for in the type of bread his body is given thee, and 
in the type of wine his blood.” 

Proclus of Constantinople :+ “ Instead of the manger let us 
venerate the altar ; instead of the Infant let us embrace the 
bread that is blessed by the Infant (v¢z. Christ).” 

Victor Antiochen. :{ ‘ When the Lord said, This is my body 
this is my blood, it was fit that they who set forth the bread, 
should, after giving of thanks, reckon it to be his body, and 
partake of it, and account the cup to be instead of his blood.” 

The author of the commentaries attributed to St. Jerome :§ 
*“‘ Christ left to us his last remembrance, just as if a person, 
taking a journey from home, should leave some pledge to one 
whom he loves, that as oft as he looked upon it, he might 
call to mind his kindnesses and friendships.” 

So also Amalarius :|| ‘‘ Christ bowing his head gave up the 
ghost. The priest bows himself, and commends to God the 
Father this which is offered as a sacrifice in the place of Christ.” 

5. Observ. That although, for the reasons given, the Fathers 
call the sacrament Christ’s body, yet they plainly say, that 
what is distributed in the eucharist is without any life or sense, 
which cannot be said of Christ’s natural body. 

Epiphanius :§] “‘ We see what our Saviour took in his hands 
(viz. bread), and having given thanks, said, This is mine, 
and that; and yet we see, that it is not equal to it nor like it, 


* Catech. Mystag. 4.—‘Q¢ cwpmaroc kai atiparoc peradapPavwpev 
Xotorow: év rUTW yap dorov, &c. [p. 320. Venet. 1763.] 

t Orat. 18.—’Avri rod Boépoug wepirrvew@peOa roy dvd Tov Bpépovc 
evoyodmEevoy AoTOV. 

+ In Marc. 14. Citante Bulingero adv. Casaub. Adrod cpa vopiery. 
Td 62 wornouoy ty rage aiparoc HnysioSat. 

§ In 1 Cor. 11. Ultimam nobis commemorationem sive memoriam 
dereliquit, quemadmodum si quis, peregré proficiscens, aliquod pignus ei 
quem diligit derelinquat, ut quotiescunque illud viderit, possit ejus bene- 
ficia et amicitias memorare. [vol. 11. p. 932. Veron. 1742.] 

|| De Offic. Eccles. 1. 3. c. 25. Edit. Hittorpii, p. 425. [Par. 1610.] 
Christus, inclinato capite, emisit spiritum. Sacerdos inclinat se, et hoc, 
quod vice Christi immolatum est, deo Patri commendat. 

g In Anchorat. Tovrd pov éori réde. -—— ovK toov éoriv, oveé 
bpoov, ob TH évodoKw Eikdm, od TY dopaTy JedTTL, Ke. irpoy- 
yudoseoee Kai avaiodnrov we mode THY OvYapmLy. 
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not to the incarnate Image, not to the invisible Deity, not to the 
lineaments of members ; for this (the bread) is of a round 
form, and insensible as to any power.” 

Theophilus of Alexandria,* discoursing against Origen, who 
did not believe that the Holy Ghost did operate upon things 
inanimate, says, “ He (Origen) does not remember, that the 
mystical waters in baptism are consecrated by the coming of 
the Holy Ghost, and that the Lord’s bread, whereby the body 
of our Saviour is shewn, and which we break for our sanctifica- 
tion, and the holy cup, which are all placed upon the table of 
the church, and are indeed without life, yet are sanctified by 
the invocation and advent of the Holy Ghost.” | 

St. Jerome, commending the foresaid work, and admiring at 
the profit the churches would reap thereby, says, “‘ That they 
who are ignorant, being instructed by Scripture testimonies, 
may learn, with what veneration they ought to meddle with 
holy things, and serve at the altar; and that the holy chalices 
and holy veils, and the rest of the things that appertain to the 
celebration of our Lord’s passion, are not to be looked upon as 
having no sanctity, as being without life and sense, but by 
reason that they accompany the body and blood of our Lord, 
are to’be venerated with the same majestic regard, that his 
body and blood is.”’ 

6. Observ. That the Fathers speak of divisions and parts of 
the eucharist, which cannot be truly said of the natural body 
of Christ, which the Roman Church confesses to be impassible, 
but only of the sacramental bread and wine. 

Cyprian :{ “ Another who was also defiled, the sacrifice 
being celebrated by the priest, was so bold as privily to take 


* Epist. Paschal. 2. Non recogitat aquas in Baptismate mysticas ad- 
ventu Sp. Sancti consecrari, panemque Dominicum, quo Salvatoris Corpus 
ostenditur, et quem frangimus in sanctificationem nostri, et S. calicem, 
quz in mensa Ecclesiz collocantur, et utique inanima sunt, per invoca- 
tionem et adventum Spiritus S. sanctificari. 

+ Epist. ad Theoph. Alex. Ut discant qui ignorant eruditi testimoniis 
Scripturarum, qua debeant veneratione Sancta suscipere et altaris servitio 
deservire ; sacrosque calices et sancta velamina, et cetera quee ad cultum 
pertinent Dominice Passionis, non quasi inanima et sensu carentia sanc- 
timoniam non habere, sed ex consortio corporis et sanguinis Domini, 
eadem qua Corpus ejus et Sanguis majestate veneranda. {ut supra, vol. 1. 
p. 753. | 

+ Lib. de Lapsis. Quidam alius et ipse maculatus, sacrificio @ Sacer- 
dote celebrato, partem cum cvteris ausus est latenter accipere, sanctum 
Domini edere et contrectare non potuit. [ut supra, p. 381.] 

VOL, IX. L 
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a part of it with others, but he could not eat and handle the 
holy (body) of the Lord.” 

Clemens Alexandr. :* ‘“When the bishop, according to custom, 
had divided the eucharist, they suffered every one of the 
people to take a portion of it.”’ 

Origent (if they be his genuine words) says, ‘‘ When ye 
receive the Lord’s body, ye keep it with all caution and venera- 
tion, lest any little portion of it should fall down, lest any thing 
of the consecrated gift should slip down to the ground,” &e. 

St. Basil,t shewing that they that have received the com- 
munion in the church may reserve it, and communicate them- 
selves at home with their own hand, and that the practice was 
thus in Alexandria and Egypt; adds, ‘“‘ That when the priest 
has distributed the sacrifice,§ he that receives it whole, and 
takes daily a part of that which was so given him, ought to 
believe that he rightly receives it.—It is the same in virtue, 
whether a person receive a single part from the priest, or many 
parts together.” 

St. Ambrose agrees with it, || speaking of the blood of Christ: 
“‘ Whether thou takest,” says he, ‘‘a little, or drinkest a larger 
draught, there is the same perfect measure of redemption to all.” 

So also St. Austin,4] speaking of that upon the Lord’s table 
which is blessed and sanctified (which is bread), he says of it, 
*‘thatit is broken into little parts to be distributed.’? Which 
cannot be said of Christ’s proper body. 

And elsewhere** his phrase concerning communicating is, 
“ to take a part from the body of the immaculate Lamb.” 

Also in another place, he says,++ ‘In receiving we know 


* Strom. 1. 1.—"“Exacroy rot aod AaBeivy rv poipay émurpé- 
qovowy. [p. 318. Venet. 1757. ] 

+ Hom. 13. in Exodum. Cum suscipitis Corpus Domini, cum omni 
cautela et veneratione servatis, ne ex eo parum quid decidat, ne consecrati 
muneris aliquid dilabatur, &c. [vol. 2. p. 176. col. 2. Par. 1733.] 

$ Epist. 289. ad Cesarium. [vol. 3. p. 267. Par. 1839.] 

§ Tavréy rotyuy éori Ty Ovvape, sire piay pepida Oéferai Tuc mapa 
TOU Lepéwe, Eire TOAAAC pEpioac Opmod. [Ibid. p. 268. ] 

{| Epist. 1. ad Justum. Etsi parum sumas, etsi plurimum haurias, 
eadem perfecta est omnibus mensura redemptionis. [ut supra, p. 779.] 

q Epist. 59. ad Paulin—Ad distribuendum comminuitur. [ut supra, 
vol. 2. p. 761.] 

** Hpist. 86. ad Casulanum. De agniimmaculati corpore partem 
sumere. [Ibid. p. 115.] 

+t De Verb. Dom. Serm. 33. In accipiendo novimus quid cogitemus. 
erp accipimus, et in corde saginamur. [Serm. 112. Ibid. vol. 5. 
p- 813. 
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what we think. We receive a little portion, and are fatted at 
heart.” 

Cyril of Alexandria,* says, ‘‘ The least part of the consecrated 
bread (which he calls the eulogy) mingles the whole body into 
itself, and fills it with its own energy ; and thus both Christ is 
m us, and we again are in him.” 

Eusebiust tells the story of the presbyter, that when Sera- 
pion was a dying, sent him, by a boy, “a little bit of the eucha- 
rist.”” 

And Prosper has a like story of a possessed woman, “ that 
received a short and small portion of our Lord’s body.” 

And Pope Pius I. in an epistle attributed to him (and made 
use of by Bellarmine$) speaks of “some of the blood of Christ 
dropping and distilling on the ground,” and directs what is to 
be done in that case. 

7. Observ. The Fathers speak of making the body of 
Christ in the eucharist, in a sense quite different from that of 
the Romanists. 

St. Jerome frequently uses the phrase of ‘ making Christ’s 
body,” and speaking of the presbyters that succeeded to the 
Apostles, in one epistle,|| he says, “They make the body of 
Christ with their holy mouth.” 

And in another epistle{] says of them, ‘That upon their 
prayers the body and blood of Christ is made.” 

Also in a third epistle** he describes a priest to be ‘‘ One 
that mediates betwixt God and men, and one that makes the 
flesh of the Lamb with his holy mouth.” 

Here now they of the Church of Rome take care to advance 
the priesthood, though even with words of blasphemy. 


* In Joan. 6.57. ’Odtytorarn ebdoyta cbpray Hpady sig EauTHy 
avapvpe Td obpa, Kai Tig tiag évepyeiag avamAnooi, ovTwW TE év 
apiv yiverar Xpvordc, Kai nusig ad waduy év adr@. [vol. 4. p. 365. 
Lutet. 1638. ] 

+ Eccles. Hist. 1. 6. c. 36.—Bpaxd rig edyaproriac. [c. 44.] [p. 246. 
Par. 1659.] 

+ Dimidium temporis. c. 6.—Brevem portiunculam Corporis Do- 
minici. 

§ De Euchar. 1. 2. cap. 5. Si quid de sanguine Domini stillaverit in 
terram. 

|| Epist. 1. ad Heliodor. Qui Christi Corpus Sacro ore conficiunt. 
[vol. 1. p. 33. Veron. 1734. ] 

q Ad Evagrium. Ad quorum preces Christi Corpus sanguisque 
conficitur. 

** Ad Fabiolam. Sequester Dei et hominum, et carnes agni sacro ore 
conficiens. [Epist. 64. Ibid. p. 356.] 

L 2 
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One cries out,* ‘“ He that created me without me, is created 
by my means.” 

So also Biel:+ ‘He that created me (if I may be bold to 
say it) has given me power to create himself, and he that 
created me without me, is created by my means.” 

Biel also (in the same lecture) makes a comparison between 
the priests and the blessed Virgin, and makes them to carry it 
from her in this matter. 

t “She, by pronouncing eight words, Behold the handmaid 
of the Lord, &c. conceived once the Son of God and the Re- 
deemer of the world. They (viz. the priests) being consecrated 
by the Lord, by speaking five words, do call the same Son of 
God and the Virgin bodily before them every day.” And then 
cries out, “Consider, O priests, in what high degree and dignity 
you are placed.” 

But now the Fathers they sufficiently explain themselves, 
that this of making Christ’s body, cannot be understood of the 
natural and proper body of Christ. For, 

First, they lay it down as a rule, that whatsoever is made, 
was not before it was made. 

Thus Athenagoras§ says, “That which is already, is not 
made, but that which is not.” 

Tertullian in like manner says,|| ‘“‘ Nothing that has a fierd, 
is without a beginning, but it begins to be while it begins to 
be made.” 

Athanasius :{ “ It is the property of creatures and works, 
that they are said to exist out of nonentities, and not to be 
before they are made.” 


Gregory Nyssen:** “If he made it, he made that which 
was not at all.” 


* Stella Clericorum. Qui creavit me sine me, creatur mediante me. 

+ In Canon. Missi, Lect. 4. Qui creavit me (si fas est dicere) dedit 
mihi creare se, et. qui creavit me sine me, creatur mediante me. 

{ Ila prolatis octo verbulis, Ecce Ancilla Domini, fiat mihi secundum 
Verbum tuum, semel concepit Dei filium et mundi Redemptorem. Isti a 
Domino consecrati, quinque Verbis eundem Dei Virginisque filium advo- 


cant quotidie corporaliter. Attendite, O Sacerdotes, in quo gradu et 
dignitate sitis constituti. 


§ De Resurrect. To dv ob yiverat, a\Xd TO py) Ov. 

|| Lib. contr. Hermog. cap. 19. Nihil quod fieri habet, sine initio est, 
quin initium sit illi dum incipit fieri. [p. 240. Par. 1695.] 

{ Contr. Arian. Orat. 3. Kricudtwy Kai rounparwy ior, rd 
Asyeodae 2£ obk OvTwY, Kai odK HY oiv yevynOy. [vol. 1. p. 186. 
Heidelb. 1601. ] 

** Contr. Eunom. 1.9. Hi éwoinoe, 70 py Ov Wavrwe éemoings. 
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St. Hilary :* “Every thing that is made, was not before it 
was made.”’ 

St. Ambrose :} “That which is made, begins to be.” 

St. Austin:t ‘To make is true of that which was not at 
all.”’ 

Cyril Alexand. :§ “It cannot be, that what already exists, 
should be brought into being, but what does not exist.” 

Vigilius also :|| ‘*To be made, is the usual property of him 
who never subsisted before.”’ 

Cassianus also :¢ ‘Things already sprung up, cannot return 
into that state, that they should be generated by a new crea- 
tion.” 

These sayings do very ill accord with the doctrine of the 
Roman Church,** which teaches, that the conversion in the 
eucharist is made, ‘‘ without any change in our Lord; for 
neither is Christ generated, or is changed, or increased.” 

Secondly, they so speak of making Christ's body, that it 
cannot be understood of any other than his typical and mysti- 
cal body. For the Fathers say, that “ bread is made his body.” 

Tertullian :+7 ‘‘ Christ, when he had taken bread and dis- 
tributed it to his disciples, made his body, saying, This is my 
body.” 

Eusebius :{t ‘Christ commanded his disciples (speaking 
of the symbols of the Divine economy delivered to them, 2. e. 
bread and wine) to make the image of his body.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem :$§ ‘‘ When the invocation is over, the 


* De Trin. 1. 12. Omne quod fit, antequam fiat non fuit. [vol. 2. p. 
415. Veron. 1730.] 

+ De Incarn. c. 3. Quod fit, incipit. [ut supra, p. 707. ] 

¢ De Moribus Manich. c. 7. Facere enim est quod omnino non erat. 
[ut supra, vol. 1. p. 1162.] 

§ Thesaur. Assert. 20. Ob ydp dy Onmov rb 0n Oy sig TO sivae 
pépotTo, AAAG 76 pr) Oy. [ut supra, vol. 5. par. 1. p. 209. ] 

|| Lib. 3. cont. Eutychen. Fieri, ejus solet esse proprium, qui nunquam 
ante substiterat. [Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 8. p. 728. col. 1. Lugd. 1677.] 

q Lib. 7. de Incarn. c. 2. Que orta jam fuerint, redire in id rursum 
non queant, ut nova creatione generentur. 

** Catechis. ad Paroch. de Eucharist. n. 39. Sine ulla Domini nostri 
mutatione ; neque enim Christus aut generatur, aut mutatur, aut augescit. 

t+ Cont. Marc. 1. 4. c. 40. Acceptum panem et distributum discipulis, 
Corpus suum illum fecit, Hoc est Corpus meum dicendo. [ut supra, 
p- ei! 

t Demonst. Evang. lib. 8. Tx) eixéva rod idiov TWpaToc Toutosae. 

ss Catech. Mystag. Ne ‘Exuxhyoewc yevopévnc, 0 pmev aproc yiverac 

oWpa Xpuorov, Oo dé oivoc aia Xprorov. [ut supra, p. 308. “f 
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bread is made the body of Christ, and the wine the blood of 
Christ.” 

Gregory Nyssen says,* “ At first the bread is common bread, 
but after the mystery has consecrated it, it is called and is 
made the body of Christ.” 

St. Austin:+ ‘ Notall bread, but only that which receives 
Christ’s blessing, is made the body of Christ.” 

t Canon of the Mass: ‘* Which oblation, O Almighty God, 
we beseech thee vouchsafe to make blessed, allowable, firm, 
rationable, and acceptable, that it may be made to us the body 
and blood of thy most dear Son our Lord Jesus Christ,” &e. 

Also the Fathers say still more expressly that the body 
and blood of Christ, is made of bread and wine. 

Thus the author of the Book of Sacraments under St. 
Ambrose’s name:§ “ Perhaps thou wilt say, my bread is 
usual bread: but though that bread be bread before the 
sacramental words, yet upon consecration, of bread is made the 
flesh of Christ.” 

Gaudentius:|| ‘* The Creator and Lord of nature himself, 
who produces bread out of the earth, of bread again (seeing he 
is able, and has promised it) he makes his own body; and he 
that of water made wine, made also of wine his blood.” 

Now all this can be meant of nothing else, but what we 
heard out of Eusebius before, of the image of his body, which 
he commanded his disciples to make. 

St. Jerome also explains it of the sacramental bread and wine, 
upon those words of the Prophet: ‘‘ They shall flow together 
to the goodness of the Lord, for wheat, and for wine and oil.” 


* Orat. in Christi Baptisma. Sépa Xptorod Néyerai re Kai yiverac. 
[vol. 3. p. 370. Par. 1638.] 

+ Serm. de Diversis, 87. Non omnis panis) sed accipiens benedic- 
tionem Christi, fit Corpus Christi. [Serm. 234, ut supra, vol. 5. p, 1438. ] 

$ Canon Misse. Quam oblationem tu Deus in omnibus, queesumus, 
benedictam, adscriptam, ratam, rationabilem, acceptamque facere digneris, 
ut nobis Corpus et sanguis fiat dilectissimi tui filii Domini nostri J. 
Christi, &c. 

§ Lib. 4. de Sacram. c. 4. Tu forté dices, Meus panis est usitatus: sed 
panis iste panis est ante verba Sacramentorum, ubi accesserit consecratio, 
de pane fit caro Christi. [ut, supra, p. 368.] 

|| In Exod. trac. 2. Ipse naturarum Creator et Dominus, qui producit 
de terra panem, de pane rursus, qui potest et promisit, efficit proprium 
corpus, et qui de aqua vinum fecit, et de vino sanguinem suum. 

§ In Jerem. 31. 12. De quo conficitur panis Domini, et sanguinis ejus 
impletur typus, et benedictio Sanctificationis ostenditur. [vol. 4. p. 1063. 
Veron. 1735.] 
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He adds, “ Of which the Lord’s bread is made, and’ the type 
of his blood is fulfilled, and the blessing of sanctification is 
shewn.”’ 

And in another place:* ‘Of this wheat the bread that 
descended from heaven is made, and which strengthens the 
heart of man.” Which must be understood of the bread re- 
ceived in the eucharist. 

So Tertulliant explains himself: “He made bread his 
body, saying, This is my body, that is, the figure of my body.”’ 

And Leo Magn.:{ ‘“‘ Neither may the presbyters, without 
the bishop’s command, make the sacrament of the body and 
blood of Christ.”’ 

St. Chrysostom,§ speaking of wine, says, ‘‘ By this the mat- 
ter of the good things for our salvation 1s perfected.” Where 
by those good things, he plainly means the wine in the eucha- 
rist. 

It is also very observable, that the Fathers sometimes call 
this the mystical bread and wine, and sometimes the mystical 
body and blood of Christ. 

Thus St. Austin says,|| ‘‘ Our bread and cup is made mysti- 
cal to us, by a certain consecration, and does not grow so.” 

St. Chrysostom thus :{] “The mystical body and blood is not 
made without the grace of the Spirit.” 

When St. Ambrose had said,** ‘This body which we make 
is of the Virgin,” he explains this phrase by another before it, 
viz. “That sacrament which thou receivest is made by the word 
of Christ.” And also by another saying of his that follows, 
** Tt was true flesh of Christ that was crucified and buried ; it 


* In cap. 9. Zachar. De hoc tritico efficitur ille panis qui de Coelo 
descendit et confortat cor hominis. [Tbid. vol. 6. p. 869. | 

+ Antea citat. Corpus suum illum (sc. panem) fecit, Hoc est Corpus 
meum dicendo, id est, Figura Corporis mei. 

{ Epist. 88. Nec licet Presbyteris, nisi eo (sc. Episcopo) jubente, 
Sacramentum Corporis et sanguinis Christi conficere. [vol. 2. p. 1272. 
Venet. 1756. ] 

§ Hom. 29. in Genes. ‘H b7d0eote ric owrnoiac nuov Tov ayaber 
Oud rovrou reXdeira. [vol. 4. p. 331. Par. 1837. ] 

|| Contr. Faust. 1. 20. c. 13. Noster panis et calix certa consecratione, 
mysticus fit nobis, non nascitur. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 538.] 

q{ De Resurrect. Mort. Hom. 33. Yépa cai aipa puoricdy obK ay 
Wore yévoro THe Tvebparog XaptToS xXwptc. 

** Lib. de iis qui initiant. c. 9. Hoc quod conficimus Corpus ex Virgine 
est. Sacramentum illud quod accipis, sermone Christi conficitur. Vera 
utique caro Christi, que crucifixa est, que sepulta est. Vere ergo carnis 
illius Sacramentum est. [ut supra, p. 339.] 
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is therefore truly the sacrament of his flesh.’’ Where you see 
he distinguishes these two, the flesh of Christ crucified, and 
that in the sacrament, which is only mystically so. 

Hesychius,* speaking of Jews, Pagans, and Leretics, says, 
that “the soul in society with them may not eat of the mysti- 
cal body,”’ that is, of the eucharist. 

And elsewhere,} speaking of the cup in the sacrament, uses 
this phrase, ‘Christ drinking himself and giving to the 
Apostles the intelligible blood to drink.”’ Where intelligible 
blood is the mystical blood in the eucharist, according to his 
constant use of that word. 

Procopius of Gaza,t upon those words of the Prophet, of 
God’s taking away the staff of bread and stay of water; and 
telling us, that Christ’s flesh is meat indeed, and his blood 
drink indeed, which they that have not, have not the strength 
of bread and water; he adds,§ ‘‘ there is another enlivening 
bread also taken from the Jews,” &c. where he means the 
eucharist, distinguishing it from Christ’s proper flesh and 
blood. 

St. Ambrose || makes the same distinction, where speaking 
of the benediction of Asher, that ‘his bread was fat,’ &e. 
and that Asher signifies riches; he adds, ‘‘ Jesus gave this 
bread to the Apostles, that they should divide it among believing 
people, and he now gives it to us, being that which the priest 
daily consecrates with his words. This bread is made the food 
of saints. We may also understand thereby the Lord himself, 
who gave his flesh to us, as he says, I am the bread of life.” 

What can be more clear, than that he distinguishes here 
between the eucharistical bread eee he calls the saints’ food) 
and Christ himself, the bread of life ? 

8. Observ. The Fathers speak of Christ’s body sanctified 
and sacrificed in the eucharist ; which cannot be understood of 
any thing, but his representative e and typical body. 


* In Levit. lib. 6.—Corpore mystico non vescetur. 

+ Id. ibid. lib. 2. Christus bibens ipse, et Apostolis bibere dans san- 
guinem intelligibilem. 

{ In Esa. cap. 3. Lp. 61. Par. 1580.] 

§ Kai adXog 02 r&y "Lovdaiwy apyonratd Cworows dprog. (Ibid. ] 

|| De Benedict. Patriarch. c. 9. Hunc panem dedit (Jesus) Apostolis, ut 
dividerent populo credentium, hodieque dat nobis eum, quem ipse quotidie 
sacerdos consecrat suis verbis. Tlic panis factus est esca Sanctorum. 
Possumus et ipsum Dominum accipere, qui carnem suam nobis dedit, 
sicut ipse ait, Ego sum panis vite. [vol. 1. p. 524. Par. 1686.] 
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St. Austin, * speaking of that which is upon the Lord’s table 
(which the Church of Rome will have to be Christ’s natural 
body), says, that} ‘it is blessed and sanctified.” 

And Gaudentius,t speaking of Christ, whom he compares 
to the paschal lamb, says, ‘ Through all the houses of the 
churches, in the mystery of bread and wine, being sacrificed. 
he refreshes, being believed on he quickens, being consecrated 
he sanctifies them that consecrate.” 

This can be only true in representation, which is said of 
Christ’s being sacrificed and sanctified (or consecrated) by us ; 
for the proper and natural body of Christ can neither be 
sanctified in a proper sense, nor sacrificed by us, as I shall 
now shew. 

1. Not sanctified properly. 

For this, in the sense of the Fathers, is dedication to God; 
and though we may dedicate ourselves to God, yet not the Son 
of God to him. 

Origen:§ ‘ To sanctify a thing, that is, to vow it to God.” 

Cyril Alexandr. :|| ‘‘ That which is said to be sanctitied does 
not partake of all holiness, but it rather signifies that which is 
devoted to God in honour of him.” Now Christ is certainly 
partaker of all holiness. 

Jobius :4] ‘* We say a place, or bread, or wine is sanctified, 
which are set apart for God, and are not put to any common 
use.” 

Hesychius :** ‘ That which is sanctified and offered, because 
it is offered, begins to be sanctified, therefore it was not holy 
before.” This cannot be affirmed of Christ’s proper body, 
which was never other than holy, but may of the typical 
bread which was common before. 


* Epist.59. Quod in Domini mensa est. 

+ — Benedicitur et sanctificatur. [Epist. 149. p. 761. Par. 1836. ] 

$ In Exod. tract. 19. Per singulas Ecclesiarum domos in mysterio 
panis et vini reficit immolatus, vivificat creditus, consecrantes sanctificat 
consecratus. 

§ In Levit. Hom. 11. Sanctificare aliquid, hoc est, vovere Deo. [vol. 
2. p. 247. Par. 1733. ] 

|| Com. in Esaiam. Edit. gr. lat. p. 178. [Lutet. 1638.] Td aytdZeodac 
Asydpevoy, odxl Tavrdg ayacpod péroxoy ~orat, onpaiver Oi waddov 
Kil rd sig Odkay avareOemivoy ry Seq. 

4 Apud Photium, cod. 222. “AytdZeoSae roy réror, i) roy adoro, 
} roy olvoy, Qry Sep papéey apopileodar, cai wpde pydepiay Kowry 
Umopepecsat Yojow. ; 

** In Levit. 1. 7. Quod sanctificatur et offertur, eo quod offertur sanc- 
tificari incipit, ergo prius non erat sanctum. 
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2. Not sacrificed properly. 


Therefore Gaudentius,* in the forecited tract, says, ‘ We 
offer the labours, &c. of the passion, in the figure of the body 
and blood.” 

St. Austin :+ “ Was not Christ offered once in himself? And 
yet every day in the sacrament he is offered for the people.” 

He opposes, you see, these two, to be sacrificed m himself 
(and that is but once), and to be offered in the sacrament, and 
that may be every day. 

Also elsewhere:t ‘ Does Christ die so often as Kaster is 
celebrated? Yet this anniversary remembrance does as it 
were represent what was done of old, and so admonishes us as 
if we saw our Lord hanging on the cross.” 

And in the second exposition itself, he says,§ ‘He gave us 
his supper and he gave us his passion, viz. by representation.” 

St. Chrysostom|| says the same: ‘The mystery (viz. the 
eucharist) is the passion and the cross.” 

Which he explains thus elsewhere :4] ‘‘ We always offer the 
same sacrifice, or rather make a remembrance of (his) sacrifice.” 

So Eulogius of Alexandria,** speaking of the tremendous 
mystery of Christ’s body, says, “It is not the offering of 
different sacrifices, but the remembrance of that one sacrifice 
once offered.” 

Theodoret also fully tells us,++ that ‘it is manifest to those 
that are skilled in divine matters, that we do not offer any 


* In Exod. tract. 19. lLabores Passionis, &c. in figura corporis et 
sanguinis offerimus. 

+ Epist. 23. ad Bonifac. Nonne semel immolatus est Christus in 
Seyi tamen in Sacramento omni die populis immolatur. [ut supra, 
p. 400. 

{ In Psal. 21. Prefat. insecundam expos. Quotiens Pascha celebratur, 
nunquid totiens Christus moritur? Sed tamen anniversaria recordatio 
quasi repreesentat quod olim factum est, et sic nos facit moneri, tanquam 
videamus in cruce pendentem Dominum. [Ibid. vol. 4. p. 134.] 

§ In secunda expos. Psal. 21, Coenam suam dedit, Passionem suam 
dedit. [Ibid. p. 143.] 

|| Hom. 83. in Matth. Mvornptdy tort 7d raOoc Kai 6 oravpdg. [vol. 
7. p. 883. Par. 1836.] 

{| Hom. 17. in Epist. ad Hebr. Ty)v adriy (Suoiav) dei rovotper, 
padXov 02 dvapyynou épyalousOa Suoiac. [Ibid. vol. 12. p. 242.] 

** Apud Photium, cod. 280. Od Svowy tori diaddpwy rpocaywy?), 
aNAG THC Awa’ moocevnveypéivng Suoiac dvapyyore. [ut supra, p. 1609.] 
__tt In Epist. ad Hebr. 8. 4. ‘Qe obk GAAnY Tivd Suoiay Tpochéipoper, 
adda Tig piac éxeivnc Kat owrnpiov THY wyhnwny émcrerciv. [vol. 3. p. 
594. Hal. 1771.] 
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other sacrifice, but make a remembrance of that one saving 
one.”’ : 

St. Austin’s words are also remarkable:* “To eat bread 
in the New Testament is the sacrifice of Christians.” 

Eusebius, + speaking of Christ’s sacrifice offered for our 
salvation, adds: “ He commanded us to offer to God con- 
tinually the remembrance instead of the sacrifice. What can 
be more plain ?”’ 

St. Ambrose says,t that Christ is offered here, but it is (én 
imagine) in an image, and he opposes this to his offering him- 
self (iz veritate) in truth. 

St. Austin says:§ “ Our Priest, who offered himself an holo- 
caust for our sins, also commanded the similitude of his sacrifice 
to be celebrated in memory of his passion,” 

And elsewhere :|| ‘‘ The flesh and blood of this sacrifice— 
after Christ’s ascension, is celebrated by the sacrament of 
remembrance.” 

Lastly, Fulgentius{ calls the sacrifice, which the holy Church 
ceases not to offer through the whole world, ‘ the sacrifice of 
bread and wine;” and says, that in this sacrifice, “there is a 
thanksgiving and a commemoration of theflesh of Christ, which 
he offered for us.” 

For want of apprehending things thus, they of the Church 
of Rome are tempted to utter words bordering upon blasphemy ; 
and with Corn. a Lapide,** to make their sacrificmmg priest 
greater than Christ the sacrifice. 


* De Civit. Dei, 1. 17. cap. 5. in.fine. Manducare panem in N. Testa- 
mento est Sacrificium Christianorum. [ut supra, vol. 7. p. 740.] 

+ Demonstr. Evan. 1. 1. c. 10. Mvnpny o& xiv rapadote ayri 
Suoiac r@ e~ OunvekGc mpocpéspey. [vol. 1. p. 38. Colon. 1688.] 

t De Offic. 1. 1. cap. 48. [vol. 2. p. 63. Par. 1690.] 

§ Question. 83. quest. 61. Ipse etiam Sacerdos noster, qui seipsum 
obtulit holocaustum pro peccatis nostris, et ejus Sacrificii similitudinem 
celebrandam in suze Passionis memoriam commendavit. [ut supra, vol. 
6. p. 73.] 

|| Contr. Faustum, 1. 20. c. 21. Hujus Sacrificii caro et sanguis—Post 
ascensum Christi per Sacramentum memorize celebratur. [Ibid. vol. 8. 

. 546.] 

. { De Fide ad Petrum, c. 16. Sacrificium panis et vini.—Gratiarum 
actio atque commemoratio est carnis Christi, quam pro nobis obtulit. 

** Comm. in Heb. 7. v. 7. Adde Sacerdotem, quatenus gerit personam 
Christi Sacrificantis, quodam modo majorem esse Christo ipso sacrificato. 
In omni enim Sacrificio sacerdos major est sua victima, quam offert. 
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CHAP. VIII. 


THE EIGHTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome, in all sayings of the Fathers that men- 
tion a change and conversion in the Hucharist, understand tt 
of such a change as abolishes the substance of bread and 
wine, the accidents only remaining : but the Fathers never 
use these phrases in this sense. 


Ir is acknowledged by us, that the Fathers speak frequently 
of a change of the bread and wine, and their passing into, and 
being converted into Christ’s body and blood. It is needless 
therefore to cite their testimonies to this purpose; but I shall 
evidently prove, that they do not understand this change and 
conversion in the sense of transubstantiation. 

To give some order to their testimonies, I shall not cite them 
in a heap, but as proofs of several assertions of theirs, which 
overthrow the change by transubstantiation. 

1. Assertion. The Fathers make a difference betwixt the 
change or conversion of a thing, and its abolition. When 
they affirm the one, they at the same time deny the other. 
But transubstantiation supposes the elements, as to the matter 
and substance of them, to perish and to be destroyed, when 
they are said to be changed. 

You cannot well imagine that the Fathers, if they thought 
of miracles wrought in the sacrament, yet should ever dream 
of any such as had no agreement with all the miracles that 
God ever wrought before. They well knew (and our adversa-. 
ries do not deny it), that in all other supernatural changes, there 
was only the introducing of a new form, the materia substrata. 
(the common matter) remaining. So it was when Moses’s 
rod was turned into a serpent, when the waters were turned 
into blood, Lot’s wife into a pillar of salt, the wine in Cana of 
Galilee changed into water ; in all these, neither the old matter 
was lost, nor new matter created. The Fathers therefore 
laugh at any such change, where the things changed utterly 
perish. 

Tertullian* charges it as a great absurdity against the 
Marcionites, that, according to them, to be changed, was to 
perish wholly, and as to what they were before. 


* De Resurrect. Carn. c. 55. Quasi demutari, sit in totum et de pris- 
tino perire. [ut supra, p. 360.] 
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He has many smart sayings against them, for denying the 
same bodies to appear and rise at the resurrection ; and urges 
that of 1 Cor. xv. shewing that there will be a change, not a 
destruction of our flesh. For, says he,* ‘A change is one 
thing, and destruction is another. But it will perish in the 
change, if that flesh do not remain in the change which shall 
be exhibited at the resurrection.”’ 

+ ——— “As therefore that which is destroyed is not 
changed, so that which is changed is not destroyed. For, to 
perish, is wholly not to be what it had been; but to be changed, 
is to be otherwise than it was. Moreover, by being otherwise, 
the thing may still be; forit has a being which perishes not ; 
for it only suffered a change, not a destruction.” 

Gelasiust also, disputing against the Eutychians, who thought 
that the humanity was converted into the divinity, so that 
nothing of the other remained (just as with them the bread is 
converted into Christ’s body, nothing of its substance re- 
maining), says thus:§ “ Neither does our condition by the 
union of the Deity seem to be glorified, but rather to be con- 
sumed, if it does not subsist the same in glory, but the Deity 
existing alone, the humanity now ceases to be there,” &e. 

|| —‘‘ By this way, it will not be found to be sublimated, but 
abolished.” 

The thing is so clear against transubstantiation, that Scotus] 
confesses it: “I say, properly speaking, that transubstan- 
tiation is not a change.” 

2. Assertion. When the Fathers speak of converting a 
thing into another thing that was before, they suppose an 
accession and an augmentation made to that into which the 


* Aliud est demutatio, aliud perditio. Peribit autem demutata, si non 

ipsa permanserit in demutatione, quee exhibita fuerit in resurrectione. 
Ibid. 

. Quomodo ergo quod perditum est, mutatum non est, ita quod 

mutatum est, perditum non est. Perisse enim, est in totum non esse quod 

fuerit ; mutatum esse, aliter esse est. Sed porrd dum aliter est, id ipsum 

potest esse; habet enim esse quod non perit; mutationem enim passum 

est, non perditionem. [Ibid.] 

+ De duabus Naturis. 

§ Nec videatur glorificata nostra conditio unione Deitatis, sed potius 
esse consumpta, si non eadem subsistit in gloria, sed sola existente 
Deitate, humanitas illic esse jam destitit, &c. [Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 
8. p. 701. col. 1. Lugd. 1677.] 

| — Per hoc non sublimata, sed abolita potius invenitur. [Ibid.] 

q In 4. dist. 11. art. 1. sec. ad propositum. Dico proprie loquendo, 
quod transubstantiatio non est mutatio. 
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conversion is made. Just as it is in nourishment of our 
bodies, the food converted into them makes an increase of 
them. 

Cyril of Alexandria,* arguing against those heretics who 
thought the glorified body of Christ was converted into his 
divinity, he says, “‘Thus we derogate from the divinity, as if 
it were made, and as receiving something into itself, which is 
not proper to its nature.” And he makes this conversion to 
be impossible upon this account. 

Gelasius+ uses the same phrases, of “accession and increase 
to the Deity,” and that “by the transfusion of the humanity 
added to it, the divinity would seem to be increased.” 

Thus the later Greeks thought it was in Christ’s body ito 
which the bread was changed. 

Damascen,t speaking of the body of Christ which we par- 
take of: “I declare,” says he, ‘it cannot be said, there are 
two bodies of Jesus Christ, there being but one alone. For, 
as the child, as soon as it is born, is complete, but receives his 
growth from eating and drinking; and though he grows 
thereby, yet cannot be said to have two bodies, but only one ; 
so, by greater reason, the bread and wine, by the descent of 
the Holy Spirit, are made one only body, and not two, by the 
augmentation of the body of Christ.” 

Theophylact§ expresses it thus: “The bread is changed 
(eraroveirac) into the flesh of Christ by the ineffable words, 
the mystical benediction, and coming of the Holy Spirit upon 
it. No man ought to be troubled in bemg obliged to believe 
that bread becomes fiesh : for when our Lord was conversant 
in flesh, and received his nourishment from bread, this bread 
he did eat was changed into his body, bemg made like to his 
holy flesh, and contributed to augment and sustain it after a 


* Epist. 1. ad Succensum. Karnyopetopey rijc OsdrynTog we yevn- 
ric, Kai we wpoodaBobone Ti iv éavrg, 0 mh sort Kara vow tOvoy 
avrijc. “Apnyavoy. [vol. 5. par. 2. Lutet. 1638. ] 

+ De duabus Naturis.—Accesserit, accreveritque Deitati.—transfusione 
humanitatis adjectze velut aucta videatur. [ut supra. ] 

¢ Epist. ad Zachariam, et in Hom. de Corp. et Sang. Domini. 
TloAAg padrAdoy dud rig émipoirHoewe TOU ayiov mvEbpaTog, 0 apTo¢ 
kai 6 oivog sic travénouy TOU CHpaToc TOU XoLoTov, yivEeTa EY Owpa, 
Kai ob vo. 

§ In cap. 6. Joan. “Emipourjoswg tov ayiov wyvevparog. Duve- 
Lwpoovto Kal sig avénow Kai ovaraoy ovyeBadXAETO Kara Td dVv3pw- 
awov' Kai voy ody 6 dorog sig oadpka Tov Kupiou peraBadrAerat. 
[vol. 1. p. 594. Venet. 1754. ] 
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human manner: and thus now is the bread changed into our 
Lord’s flesh.” 

See more testimonies of the following Greeks in Monsieur 
Claude’s Catholic Doctrine of the Eucharist, in answer to 
Monsieur Arnaud, Lib. 3. cap. 13. pag. 228, 229. in fol. 

3. Assertion (and the most remarkable) is this, The 
Fathers use the same terms of passing into, being changed, 
converted, becoming another thing, &c. in other cases besides 
the eucharist, wherein all agree there is no change of sub- 
stances made. Therefore there is no argument can be drawn 
from such expressions in favour of transubstantiation, no, not 
when the word nature or substance is expressed in the change. 

Tertullian* has dashed this out of countenance, when he 
says to Marcion, “If thou defendest a transfiguration and 
conversion as far as the passing of the substance of a thing 
into another, then Saul, who was turned into another man, 
went out of his body,” &c. 

Again,t “It is possible to be changed,” says he, “to be 
converted and reformed into what shall happen at the resur- 
rection, and yet the substance be preserved.” 

But this will more fully appear, by the axioms the Fathers 
lay down, and by the instances they give. 

Their axioms are such as these. 

Cyril of Alexandria :{ “For a thing to be made, does not 
always signify a change of nature.” 

Cyril of Jerus. :§ ‘“‘ Whatsoever the Holy Spirit touches, that 
is always sanctified and changed.” 

St. Jerome :|| ‘ By the fire of the Holy Spirit, all that we 
think, speak, and act, are changed into a spiritual substance.” 

If these sayings be strictly scanned, they will amount to no 
more than a producing new virtues and qualities, which were 
not before. 


* De Resur. Carn. c. 55. Si transfigurationem et conversionem in 
transitum substantie cujusque defendis, ergo et Saul in alium virum 
conversus de corpore suo excessit, &c. [ut supra, p. 361.] 

+ Ibid. Ita et in resurrectionis eventum mutari, converti, reformari 
licebit, cum salute substantie. 

+ Thesaur. Assert. 20. Td yiveoSae ob mavrwc dioewc onpaive 
feeraBornyv. [ut supra, vol. 5. par. 1. p. 201.] 

§ Catech. Mystag. 5. Idavrwe yao ov iay épadbarro ro &yvor 
WVEVPA, TOUTO HylacTat Kai peTaBEBAHTar. [p. 327. Venet. 1763.] 

| In cap. 43. Ezekiel. Per ignem Spiritus sancti omnia que cogitamus 
foquimur ac facimus, in spiritualem substantiam convertuntur. [vol. 5, 
p. 035. Veron. 1736. | 
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Their instances also shew the same. 

1. Of miraculous changes in Nature. 

St. Ambrose :* ‘Let them learn that nature may be con- 
verted, when the rock flowed out waters, and iron swam above 
water.” 

Again,+ speaking of changes in the Red Sea and Jordan, 
when the waters stood on an heap: “Is it not clear,” says he, 
“that the nature of the sea-waves and the river's current 
was changed ?—Moses threw wood into the water, and the 
nature of the waters lost its bitterness.—Elisha also threw wood 
into the water, and iron swam; and this we know was done 
besides nature.” 

Epiphaniusf says, “‘ The hand of Moses was changed into 
snow.” 

St. Chrysostom§ (speaking of the Babylonian furnace) says, 
“The elements forgetting their proper nature, were changed 
to become profitable to them; and the very beasts were no 
longer beasts, nor the furnace a furnace.” 

2. Of the change by the Fall. 

St. Austin says,|| ‘“ By sin man fell from the substance in 
which he was made.” 

3. Of the change by Regeneration. 

Gregory Nyssen,{] that by the discipline of Christ “men 
are changed into a nature that is more divine.” 

And again:** “Having divested themselves of flesh and 
blood, and being changed into a spiritual nature.” 

Macarius says, “Our souls must be altered and changed 


* In Hexaem. 1.3. c. 2. Discant naturam posse converti, quando petra 
aquas fluxit, et ferrum aque supernatavit. [vol. 1. p. 37. Par. 1686. ] 

t+ Lib, de iis qui initiant. c. 9. Nonne claret naturam vel maritimorum 
fluctuum vel’ fluvialis cursus esse mutatam ?—Misit Moyses lignum in 
aquam, et amaritudinem suam aquarum natura deposuit.—Misit etiam 
Eliseus lignum in aquam, et ferrum natavit; utique et hoc preter 
naturam factum esse cognoscimus. [vol. 2. p. 338. Par. 1690.] 

+ Heres. 64. Eic¢ ylova peraBddrAeoSac. [vol. 1. p. 596. Colon. 
1682. ] 

§ In Psal. 10. Ta crocyeiu ry oixsiay ayVvonoayra poow, mpog 
TO KPhoyoy éxelvouc HereBadXovTo, Kai Ta Shora odK« Ere Ihpra ay, 
ovdé 4) KAptvoOg Kapuvog. [ut supra, vol. 5. p. 135.] 

| In Psal. 68. Cone. 1. Per iniquitatem homo lapsus est a substantia, 
in qua factus est. [vol. 4. p. 989. Par. 1835.] 

q In Cantic. Hom. 1. .MeraroiunOijvar ry pdoe modc Td SEvorepor. 
fvol. 1. p. 482. Par. 1638.1 

** In Cantic. Hom. 9. “Efw yeyovdrec capkdc Kai aiparoc, sig dé 
THY WVEVPATLKHY peTaoToLyEwdéevrec vow, [Ibid. p. 601.) 
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from their present condition, into another condition, and into 
a divine nature.’’* 

Cyril of Alexandria} speaks of regeneration as that which 
**transmutes and changes us into the Son of God.” 

4. Of the change in the Incarnation of Christ, and the 
Resurrection. 

Gregory Nyssen,t speaking of Christ, whom he calls our 
first-fruits, says, that ‘ by his mixing with God, he is changed 
into a divine nature.” 

And again§ he uses this phrase of Christ’s flesh, that “ this 
is also changed into the Deity.” 

Chrysologus || of the Incarnation: ‘God is changed into 
man.” 

The author under the name of Eusebius Emissenus asks, J] 
“* What is the rod turned into a serpent?” He answers, “ God 
changed into man.” 

Tertullian,** speaking of the resurrection: ‘‘ We shall be 
changed in a moment into an angelical substance.”’ 

St. Hilary’s}+ phrase of it is, ‘A change of earthly bodies 
into a spiritual and ethereal nature.” 

Macarius,{{ speaking of the saints: “ They are all changed 
into a divine nature.” 

Chrysologus,§§ speaking of Christ: ‘Let him come, let 
him come, to repair our flesh, make our souls new, change our 
nature into a celestial substance.” 


* Hom. 44. Ai addayivat cai peraBrAnOjva rag Puxdg poy 
and Tij¢ viv KaTaordcews sic ETi=pay KaTdoTaoww Kai vo Sélay. 
[p. 510. Lips. 1714.] 

+ De S. Trin. Dial. 3. Meracrotyecotoa moog Tov vid. 

t Contr. Eunom. 1. 2. Avda rij¢ rode roy Osby avakpdcewe éic Seiay 
puow peraroinOeionc. [ut supra, vol. 2. p. 484.] 

§ Ibid. 1.5. MerazounOjvae cai radrny rodc tiv Sedrynra. [Tbid. 
p. 594.] 

|| Serm. 45. Deus in hominem convertitur. [fol.85. p. 2. Bonon. 1534. ] 

{ Hom. de Pasch. 3. Quid est Virga in Serpentem? Deus in homi- 
nem commutatus. 

** Demutati in atomo erimus in Angelicam substantiam. Contr. Marc. 
‘1.3. c. ult. [p. 412. Par. 1664.] 

tt In Psal. 138. Demutatio terrenorum corporum in spiritualem 
zethereamque naturam. [vol. 1. p. 573. Veron. 1730. ] 

tt Hom. 34. Eic Yeuyy gvow &ravrec peraBaddrovrat. [ut supra, 

. 449.] 

§§ Serm. 45. Veniat, veniat ut carnem reparet, animam innovet, ipsam 
naturam in coelestem commutet substantiam. [ut supra, fol. 85. n. 1, 2.] 
VOL. IX. M 
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Cyril of Alexandria says,* at the resurrection there will be 
‘another kind of life, and a change of our very nature.” 

St. Austin says,t “ Our mortal flesh is converted into the 
body of an angel.—He that could change water into wine, is 
able to change hay (so he calls our bodies that are grass) into 
gold, and of flesh make an angel. If he made of filth a man, 
can he not make of man an angel ?”’ 

And elsewhere,t speaking of our bodies: ‘When it shall 
put on incorruption and immortality, now it will be no longer 
flesh and blood, but be changed into a celestial body.” 

Cassian.§ (speaking of Christ’s flesh after the resurrection) : 
*‘ The nature of his flesh is changed into a spiritual substance.” 

5. Of the change in Baptism. 

St. Chrysostom :|| ‘‘ Verily the power of baptism is great, 
&c. it does not suffer men to be any longer men.” 

Nazianzen :{ ‘<I am changed into Christ in baptism.” 

Cyril of Alexandria :** “By the energy of the Spirit the 
sensible water is changed into a kind of divine and unspeakable 

ower.” 
‘ Again :ff that they are “transelemented by pa tie 
through the grace of the laver of baptism.” 

St. Austin,{t speaking of baptized converts to Christianity : 
‘It received on one day three, on another five thousand be- 
lievers converted into his body.” 


* Orat. in Resurr. Christi. “AAO Cwic eidog adrijc, THE PvcEwS 
POY METACTOLXELWOLC. 

t Serm. 12. de 40. & Sirmond. Edit. Caro mortalis convertitur in 
corpus Angeli.—Ille qui potens fuit mutare aquam in vinum, potens est 
mutare foenum in aurum, et de carne facere Angelum. Si de sordibus 
fecit hominem, de homine non faciet Angelum ? [ut supra, vol. 5. p. 324.] 

t Cont. Adimant. c. 12. Cum induerit incorruptionem et immortali- 
tatem, jam non caro et sanguis erit, sed in corpus coeleste mutabitur. 
[Ibid. vol. 8. p. 226.] 

§ De Incarn. 1. 3. c. 3. Natura carnis in spiritualem est translata 
substantiam. [p. 55. Basil. 1534.] 

{| In Acta, Hom. 23. “Ovrwe, peyadn Tou Barrioparoc 7 Ovvapte, 
&c. ovK adinoy avOpwrove eivat avOoumous. 

q Orat. 40. Xpicrdy perarexoinua rq Bazriopart. [vol. 1. p. 
643. Par. 1630.] 

** In Joan. 3. 5. Ata THE TOU TED Mar oc évepyetac 70 diodnrov bowp 
mpoc Osiay Tivd Kai appntroy avacroryeovra dbvapey. [ut supra, 
vol. 4. p. 147.] 

tt Idem Epist. ad Letorium. "Ex wradtyyevetiag meTaorory eroupevovg 
Oud rie Tov AodTPOU Xaptroc. 

tt Cont. Crescon. lib. 4. c. 54. Uno die tria, alio quinque millia cre- 
dentium in suum corpus conversa suscepit. [ut supra, vol. 9. p. 786.] 
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Again,* elsewhere he asks, ‘‘ How comes baptism to be red, 
but by being consecrated with the blood of Christ ?” 

Leo the Great:+ ‘‘He that is received by Christ, and 
receives Christ, is not the same man after as before baptism ; 
but the body of the regenerate person becomes the flesh of 
Christ crucified ; this is a change by the right hand of the 
Most High,” &ce. 

And again:{ ‘Christ gave to the water what he gave to 
his mother: for the virtue of the Most High, and the over- 
shadowing of the Holy Ghost, which made Mary to bring forth 
a Saviour, the same makes the water to regenerate a believer.” 

(Where we may also note by the way, that the mention of 
God’s omnipotence in the case of sacraments, does not infer a 
substantial change made there, since it does not do it in bap- 
tism ; and yet the omnipotency of God is seen in working 
changes there.) 

Zeno Veronens. :§ ‘‘ Our water receives the dead and vomits 
forth the living, being made true men of raere animals, such as 
are to pass from being men into angels,” &c. He says this of 
baptism, which is not like common water, which receives the 
living to the bottom, and vomits forth the dead. 

Author sué nomine Eusebii Emisseni:|| ‘‘ The waters are 
suddenly changed, which ere afterwards to change men, viz. 
that are baptized in them.” 

Again :§] “‘A man by the water of baptism, though out- 
wardly he seems the same, yet inwardly he is made another 
man.—The person is not touched, and nature is changed.” 


* In Joan. tract. 11. Unde rubet Baptismus, nisi sanguine Christi con- 
secratus ? [Ibid. vol. 3. p. 1805.] 

+ Serm. 14. de Passione. Susceptus 4 Christo, et Christum suscipiens, 
non idem est post Lavacrum qui ante baptismum fuit, sed corpus regene- 
rati fit caro crucifixi; hec commutatio dextra est excelsi, &c. [vol.1. 
p- 246. Venet. 1753.] 

t+ De Nativ. Dom. Serm. 4. Christus dedit aquee quod dedit matri: 
virtus enim altissimi et obumbratio Spiritus S. que fecit ut Maria pareret 
Salvatorem, eadem facit ut regeneret unda credentem. [Serm. 5.] [Ibid. 

. 86.] 
2 § Ad Neoph. post Baptism. Serm. 2. Aqua nostra suscipit mortuos et 
evomit vivos, ex animalibus veros homines factos, ex hominibus in Angelos 
transituros. 

|| Hom. 2. de Epiphan. Mutantur subito aque, homines postmodum 
mutature. 

q{ Id. Hom. 3. de Epiph. Homo per aquam baptismi, licet 4 foris 
idem esse videatur, intus tamen alter efficitur—persona non contingitur, 
et natura mutatur. 

M 2 
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Again :* ‘Nothing is added to what is outward, and he is 
wholly changed in what is inward.—He is changed by a native 
whiteness into the dignity of his first original; and by the 
water of baptism, or by the fire of the Holy Spirit, is made the 
body of that eternal bread.” 

4, Assertion. The change in the eucharist which the 
Fathers so often mention, is either a change into a sacrament, or 
a change of efficacy and virtue, by infusion and addition of grace. 

What can be plainer (as to the first) than that of isidore of 
Seville ?+ Speaking of the bread and wine, he says, ‘These 
two are visible ; but being sanctified by the Holy Spirit, they 
pass into a sacrament of his Divine body.” 

As for the change of virtue and efficacy, take these following 
testimonies, among many others. 

Theodotus :{ ‘The bread and oil are sanctified by the 
power of the name, not bemg the same they were according to 
appearance when taken, but are changed powerfully into a 
spiritual virtue.’ The like he says of the water in baptism, 
‘That it not only retains the less (that is, the substance of 
water) but also has sanctification added to it.” 

Epiphanius also speaks the same:§ ‘ Here in Christ the 
virtue of bread and force of water are strengthened ; not that 
the bread is thus powerful to us, but the virtue of the bread 
(which Christ puts into it). For bread is indeed an aliment, 
but there is in it a virtue to enliven us.” 

Cyril of Alexandria :|| ‘God condescending to our infir- 


* Tdem Hom. 5. de Pasch. In exteriore nihil additum est, et totum in 
interiore mutatum est.—In illam prime originis dignitatem nativo candore 
mutatur, ac per aquam Baptismi, vel per ignem Spiritus S. eterni illius 
panis corpus efficitur. 

+ De Offic. Eccles. 1. 1. c. 18. Heec duo sunt visibilia, sanctificata 
autem per Spiritum S. in Sacramentum divini corporis transeunt. [p. 395. 
col. 1. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 

+ Epitom. ad fin. Operum Clem. Alex. Kai 6 dprog rai 7b thay 
aylazerar TH Ovvaper TOU dvomaroc, ov Ta adTa bvTa KaTa TO paLyd- 
pevov ola tdnodn, GAG Ovvdper sic OVvapiy TvEVpaTiKnY pETaBé- 
Brnrat. Od povoy xwoEt TO XElpoyv, AAAG Kai ayvacpoy Tpochap- 
Baver. [p. 988. Venet. 1757.] 

§ In Compendio de Fide Eccles. ’EvratSa O& tv Xpior@ isyupo- 
TOLOVpEVWY THC OVVaLEWG TOV AproV, Kai THg Tov Varo LoxVOC, iva 
ovK dorog Hpiv yévnrar dvvapic, GAG Obvapic Gprov, Kai Boworg piv 
6 dproc, 9) O& Obvamtc tv adra sig Cwoydrvynow. [vol. 1. p. 1098. 
Colon. 1682. ] 

|| Apud Victor. Antioch. Com. MS, in Marc. 14. LuykaSiorapevoc 
yao 6 Sede raic nperéparg aodEvEiace évinor Toig TpoKEtpéevore OUvapw 
Zwic, Kai peSiornoy avra mod évépyslav THe EavTOV GapKoC. 
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mities, indues the oblations set before us with a virtue of life, 
and changes them into the efficacy of his flesh.” 

And in the forecited place of his comment upon John,* he 
says, ‘‘ The least particle of the eucharist mixing itself with our 
whole body, fills it with its own efficacy,” &c. 

Theodoret+ tells those that partake of the divine mysteries, 
“that they must not consider the nature of the things seen, but 
upon the change of names, believe the change made by grace.” 
And he adds, ‘‘that Christ honoured the visible symbols with 
the name of his body and blood, not changing the nature (or 
substance) of them, but adding grace to nature.” 

Theophylactt also says the same: ‘Our Lord preserves the 
substance (eidoc, the same with @vove in Theodoret) of bread 
and wine, but changes them into the virtue of his flesh and 
blood.” 

Gregory Nyssen,§ speaking of the privileges which conse- 
cration advances things to, instances first in the water of 
baptism, and the great and marvellous efficacy thereof; and 
proceeds to that of an altar, which is at first but a common 
stone, but after dedication becomes an holy altar, which the 
priests only touch with veneration: and then adds the instance 
of the eucharist,|| “which at first is common bread, but after 
the mystery has consecrated it, it is called and becomes the 
body of Christ. So the mystical oil, and so the wine before 
the benediction, are things of little worth ; but after the sancti- 
fication of the Spirit, each of them operates excellently.” 

So Ammonius§ says: ‘“ The sensible water is transelemented 
into a divine virtue (for the Fathers make changes in baptism 
as well as the eucharist), and sanctifies those in whom it is.” 


* In Joan. 6.57. Tajo diag évepysiag avamAnoot. [vol. 4. p. 365. 
Lutet. 1638. ] 

+ Dialog. 1. Iorevery ry tx ripe ydpiroc yeyevnpévy peraBody. 
— Od riyv dbow peraBartwoyv ard THY yap TH pbose ToOTTEDELKWE. 
[vol. 4. p. 26. Hal. 1772.] 

t In cap. 14. Mare. Td pév eidoc dprov Kai olvov pudarreL, El¢ 
Ovvauty 0& capKde Kai aiparog peracrotyeot. [vol. 1. p. 249. Venet. 
1754. ] 

§ Orat. in Bapt. Christi. [ut supra, vol. 3. p. 369.] 

| "Aproc éori Téwe Kowvdc, aN bray adbroy Td pvoTHpLoY LEpoUp- 
ynoy, TOpa Xpiorov Néyerai re Kal yiverau oUTwE TO pyoTiKdY EhaLoY, 
obrwe 6 oivog, ddiyou Tide déia bvTa mpd TIE Ebdoylac, pETa TOY 
ayiacpov roy rov mvebparoc, éxdrepoy adTrHy évepyet Orapdpwe. 
[Ibid. p. 370. ] : 

q Catena in Joan. 3.5. Td aioSynrov towp mpdg Setay avacrot- 
Xevovrae Ovvapty, Kai ayiacer Tove éy ole yevyrar. 
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Nay, he affirms, that* “the water differs only from the Spirit in 
our manner of conception, for it is the same in energy.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem,*+ calling the flesh and bread in the feast of 
idols defiled, by the invocation of impure devils, he illustrates 
it thus: + “As the bread and wine of the eucharist, before 
the invocation of the adored Trinity, is bare bread and wine ; 
but after invocation, the bread is made the body of Christ, and 
the wine the blood of Christ ;$ so also in the same manner 
those meats of the pomp of Satar, in their own nature being 
simple things, yet by the invocation of devils they become 
impure.” 

That is the change here, that those meats are in quality 
(not in substance) made impure; and so (if the comparison 
hold) the change in the other is, that they are hallowed bread 
and wine, in use and efficacy different from what they were 
before. 

The author under Cyprian’s name,|| speaking of chrism, 
says, ‘‘ Truth is in the sign, and the Spirit in the sacrament.”’ 

Thus St. Ambrose understands the body of Christ for that 
‘divine substance and presence of the Spirit (which is the 
dvvapuc and évépyecc. of Christ’s body). Christ is in that sacra- 
ment, because it is the body of Christ. It is not therefore 
corporeal but spiritual food. For the body of God is a 
spiritual body. The body of Christ is the body of the Divine 
Spirit (net his natural body), because it is the Spirit of Christ.” 

Here Corpus Dei is Corpus Spiritale, that is, Substantia 
Spiritalis et Spiritus. 

The author under his name: ‘‘ How can that which is 
bread be the body of Christ? By consecration.—To answer 
thee therefore, it was not the body of Christ before consecration; 
but after consecration, I tell thee, it is the body of Christ. 
He said it, and it was done; he commanded, and it was 


* Thid. Td tdwo értvoia povoy dragopay Exee medc rd rvEvpA, 
éwet Tauroy tori Ty évepyeia. 

+ Catech. Mystag. 1. MueacSévra. [ut supra, p. 308.] 

¢ “Aoproc %v Kai olvog Atroc. [Ibid.] 

§ Toy atroy O& Tpdrov Ta roLadTa Bowpara THe Tommie Tov Sa- 
Tava, TH iia pvoe AiTa OvTAa, TY Emikdynoer THY Oatpdvwr BEBNa 
yiverat. (Ibid. ] 

|| De Unct. Chrismat. Inest Veritas signo, et Spiritus Sacramento. 
[Append. p. cviii. Venet. 1728.] 

{ De iis qui init. c. 9. in fine. In illo Sacramento Christus est, quia 
corpus est Christi. Non ergo corporalis esca, sed spiritalis est. Corpus 
enim Dei corpus est Spiritale. Corpus Christi, corpus est divini Spiritus, 
quia Spiritus Christi (sc. est). [vol. 2. p. 341. Par. 1690.] 
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created. Thou thyself wast an old creature; but after thou 
wast consecrated, thou beganest to be a new creature,” &c. * 

So that, according to this author, as in regeneration by 
baptism man changes his nature, so does the consecrated bread 
in the eucharist change its nature. Therefore it is no sub- 
stantial change, because the other confessedly is not so. 

Druthmarus,+ speaking of a person taking a long journey, 
and leaving a pledge behind him to remember him by, adds,t 
‘Thus also God has commanded us to do, spiritually changing 
the bread into his body, and the wine into his blood, that by 
these two things we may remember what he hath done for us 
with his body and blood,” &c. 

5. Assertion. 'The Fathers express in the same manner, 
and as fully, our substantial change into Christ’s body, as of 
the bread into Christ’s body. Yet none will from such ex- 
pressions assert the former; and there is the same reason not 
to do the latter. 

Gregory Nyssen:§ ‘‘As a little leaven, according to the 
Apostles, likens the whole mass to itself; so the body (of 
Christ) put to death by God, coming into our body, does change 
and. convert the whole into itself.” 

And again, a little after:|| ‘‘ His immortal body being in 
him that receives it, changes the whole into its own nature.” 

Cyril of Alexandria] says, ‘‘ He that perceives me by a par- 
ticipation of my flesh, shall have life in himself, bemg wholly 
transelemented into me.” 

P. Leo Magn. :** ‘ We are the flesh of Christ, taken from 
the womb of the Virgin.” 


* De Sacram. lib. 4. cap.4. Quomodo potest qui panis est, corpus 
esse Christi? Consecratione. Ergo ut tibi respondeam, Non erat 
corpus Christi ante consecrationem ; sed post consecrationem, dico tibi, 
quod corpus est Christi. Ipse dixit, et factum est; ipse mandavit, et 
creatum est. Tu ipse eras vetus creatura; posteaquam consecratus es, 
nova creatura esse ccepisti, &c. [Ibid. p. 368.] 

+ Comm. in Matth. 26. 

+ —— Ita Deus precipit agi 4 nobis, transferens spiritualiter panem in 
corpus, vinum in sanguinem, ut per hec duo memoremus que fecit pro 
nobis de corpore suo, &c. [fol. lxxxiiii. p. 1. col. 1. Argentor. 1514.] 

§ Orat. Catech. cap. 37. Otrwe 7d SavarisSiv ard tov OE80v 
copa ty TY HuEeTepp yEevomevoy OKoy TOdC ZaUTO pETATOLEL Kai peTa- 
riSnot. {ut supra, vol. 3. p. 102.] 

|| — To aSdavaroy cdpa tv rH dvadaBdvre abro yevopevoy, mpdc 
THY EavTod ovo TO Tay pEeTEeTOinoery. [Tbid.] 

q In Joan. lib. 4. cap. 3. — "Ey éaurg Choera, wavrw¢ bAog sic 
éwé peracroryetovpevoc. [vol. 4. p. 366. Lutet. 1638.] 

** De Nat. Dom. Serm. 10. Christi caro de utero virginis sumpta, nos 
sumus, [ut supra, vol. 1. p. 107.] 
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And elsewhere :* ‘The participation of the body and blood’ 
of Christ intends nothing else but that we should pass into that 
which we receive.—That we may carry him in all things both 
in Spirit and flesh.” (Not as Bellarmine and others pervert 
the sense, reading gustemus.) : 

Again, in another place:+ ‘In that mystical distribution 
of spiritual food, this is bestowed on us, this is taken, that 
receiving the virtue of the celestial meat, we should pass into 
his flesh, who was made our flesh.” 

See more testimonies to this sense in the chapter following, 
Position 3. 


CHAP. IX. 
THE NINTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers differ from the Church of Rome in their belief of 
Christ's presence in the Eucharist. The Church of Rome 
asserts the substantial presence of Christ’s natural body 
there ; but the Fathers deny tt. 


Tue former is the assertion of the Roman Church in the 
Trent Council, in which an anathema is pronouncedt against 
such as deny, “‘ that in the holy sacrament of the eucharist is 
contained truly, really, and substantially the body and blood of 
Christ,—but shall say, that he is in it only as a sign, or 
figure, or virtue.” And the Catechism ad Parochos says,§ 
“That the true body of our Lord Christ, the same that was 
born of the Virgin, and sits in the heavens at the right hand 
of the Father, is contained in this sacrament.’’ 

I will now shew, that the Fathers advance such positions as 
plainly contradict this doctrine. 

1. Position. The Fathers, ever since Christ’s departure 


* Id. de Passion. Serm. 14. Non aliud agit Participatio corporis et 
sanguinis Christi, quam ut in id quod sumimus transeamus.— Ipsum 
per omnia spiritu et carne gestemus. [ Ibid. p. 247. ] 

+ Epist. 23. In illa mystica distributione spiritualis alimoniz, hoc im- 
pertitur, hoc sumitur, ut accipientes virtutem ccelestis cibi in carnem 
ipsius, quia caro nostra factus est, transeamus. [Ibid. p. 977.] 

¢ Conc. Trid. Sess. 13. cap. 6. Can. 1. [Labbe, Concil. vol. 14. p. 808. 
Lut. Par. 1672. ] 

§ Part. 2. de Eucharist, n. 25. 
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and ascension into heaven, look upon his body as absent from 
earth, though in another sense he is still present. 

All those testimonies before produced under the Fifth Dif- 
ference, concerning bodies being commensurate to space and 
not being in more places than one, and saying this of Christ’s 
body as well as of other bodies, are a proof of this position ; 
but besides those, I will here add some further direct proofs 
of it. 

St. Ambrose thus :* ‘‘ Ascend (speaking to Christ) that we 
may follow thee with our minds, whom we cannot see with our 
eyes. St. Paul has taught us how we should follow thee, 
and where we may find thee. Seek those things that are 
above, where Christ sits, &c. Therefore we ought not to 
seek thee upon earth, nor in the earth, nor according to the 
flesh, if we would find thee.t—Mary could not touch him, 
because she sought him on earth : Stephen touched him, because 
he sought him in heaven. Stephen among the Jews saw him 
absent.” 

St. Austin is so copious in this argument, and his testimonies 
so many, that a good choice of them is only necessary. Thus 
he says :{ “Therefore our Lord absented himself from every 
Church, and ascended into heaven, that our faith may be 
edified ; for if thou knowest nothing but what thou seest, 
where is faith ?”’ 

Again:§ ‘ Christ is always with us by his divinity; but 
unless he were corporally absent from us, we should always 
carnally see his body, and should never spiritually believe.” 

This is a clear testimony that Christ is absent as to his 
natural body ; and that if it were not so, he would be visible 
to us still. 

Again, expounding those words, ‘The poor ye have always 


* Com. in Luc. 24. Ascende nobis, ut te sequamur mentibus, quem 
oculis videre non possumus, &c.—Ergo non supra terram, nec in terra, nec 
secundum carnem quzerere te debemus, si volumus invenire. Nunc enim 
secundum carnem non novimus Christum. [vol. 1. p. 1538. Par. 1686.] 

+ Maria quia querebat in terra, tangere non potuit ; Stephanus tetigit, 
quia quesivit in coelo. Stephanus inter Judeos vidit absentem. [Ibid.] 

¢ Serm. 140. de Tempore. Ideo Dominus noster absentavit se corpore 
ab omni Ecclesia, et ascendit in coelum, ut fides edificetur : si enim non 
nosti nisi quod vides, ubi est fides? ([(Serm. 235. vol. 5. p. 1443. Par. 
1837.] 

§ Serm. 60. de Verb.Dom. Semper quidem Divinitate nobiscum est, 
sed nisi corporaliter abiret & nobis, semper ejus corpus carnaliter videre- 
mus, et nunquam spiritualiter crederemus, [Serm. 143. ibid. p. 998.] 
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with you, but me ye have not always :’’* “He spake this,”’ says 
he, “concerning the presence of his body : for according to his 
majesty, according to his providence, according to his un- 
speakable and invisible grace, that is fulfilled which he said, 
Behold I am always with you, &c. But according to the 
flesh which he assumed, according to what was born of the 
Virgin, &c. (directly contrary to the Trent Catechism) ye 
shall not have me always with you.” 

And in another place: + “‘ According to the beautiful pre- 
sence of his divinity, he is always with the Father ; according 
to his corporal presence he is now above the heavens, at the 
right hand of the Father (he forgot to add, and in the holy 
sacrament), but according to the presence of faith, so he is in 
all Christians.” 

What can be more plain than another saying of his? ft 
“We believe on him who sits now at the right hand of the 
Father ; but yet whilst we are in the body, we are absent as 
in a strange country from him; nor can we shew him to those 
that aploubts to those that deny him, and say, Where is thy 
God ?”’ 

If St. Austin had believed, as the Roman Church does, the 
corporeal presence of Christ in the eucharist, he could have 
Tae to him upon the altar, if any had asked, Where is thy 

od? 

Cyril of Alexandria says :§ “ Though Christ be absent from 
the world as to his flesh, yet he is present to those that are in 


* Tract. 50. in Joannem. Loquebatur de preesentia corporis sui: nam 
secundum Majestatem suam, secundum Providentiam, secundum ineffa- 
bilem et invisibilem Gratiam, impletur quod ab eo dictum est, Ecce ego 
vobiscum omnibus diebus, &c. Secundum carnem vero quam assumpsit, 
secundum id quod de Virgine natum est, &c. non semper habebitis me 
vobiscum. [Ibid. vol. 3. p. 2185.] 

+ Serm. 120. de diversis. Secundum presentiam pulchritudinis et 
divinitatis suze semper cum patre est; secundum presentiam corporalem 
jam supra coelos ad dextram patris est; secundum presentiam vero fidei 
in omnibus Christianis est. [Serm. 361. ibid. vol. 5. p. 2089.] 

$ Serm. 74. de diversis. Credimus in eum jam sedentem ad dextram 
patris ; sed tamen quamdiu sumus in corpore, peregrinamur ab eo; nec 
eum dubitantibus, vel negantibus, et dicentibus, Ubi est Deus tuus, vale- 
mus ostendere. [Serm. 219. ibid. p. 1350.] 

§ In Joan. 9.5. Kady ie rov xécpou yévnrat did Tijy capka, 7a- 
peoTt Tadiy ovdéy ATTOY ToiC tv a’TH, Kai éMLoTaTHoEL TOIC Kote H 
Seia TE kai dppynrog adbrov dvoic, obdevdcg ATodnpovoa THY OYTWY, H 
avwodTavopévn Tivdc, TavTayy O& Toic TaoL Tapovoa Kai TANQOVCa 
piv rode 7d obprray. [ut supra, vol. 4. p. 600.] 
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him, and to the whole universe, by his divine and ineffable 
nature; neither is he absent from any creature, nor distant 
from any, but is every where present to all, and fills the whole 
universe.” 

And elsewhere,* speaking of the disciples, who thought it a 
great loss to them, that being taken up to heaven, he would 
now be absent according to his flesh, he says, “ They ought not 
only to have respected and lookedt to his fleshly presence, but 
to have understood, that{ though he was separated from their 
society according to the flesh, nor could be seen by their bodily 
eyes, yet that he was present and assistant always by the power 
of his divinity.” 

Fulgentius :§ ‘‘One and the same (Christ) according to his 
human substance, was absent from heaven when he was upon 
earth, and left earth when he ascended up to heaven ; but 
according to his divine and immense substance, neither left 
heaven when he descended from heaven, nor forsook earth 
when he ascended into heaven.” 

Again :|| “‘ How did he corporally ascend into heaven, and 
yet is said to be in the faithful on earth, unless the immensity 
of the divinity be in him, which can fill heaven and earth ?” 
Yes, a Romanist would have told him of another way, that 
even his body could be present in heaven and earth after the 
manner of a spirit. 

Vigilius Taps.:¥ ‘‘ This was to go to the Father and recede 
from us, to take from the world the nature that he had taken 


* In Joan. 17. 12. 

+ Eic rnv tvoapKoy zapovciay. [Ibid. p. 973.] 

+ — Ei rij¢ zod¢ abrode cuvovciagc arevocdizoiro Kara cdpKa 
— ara ye TapdvTa Kai ovvdvTa Oia wavTig TY THE BEornrog 
éZovoig. [Ibid.] 

§ Ad Trasimund. 1. 2. c. 17. Unus idemque secundum humanam 
substantiam, absens coelo cum esset in terra, et derelinquens terram cum 
ascendisset in colum. Secundum Divinam vero immensamque substan- 
tiam nec coelum dimittens, cum de ccelo descendit, nec terram deserens, 
cum ad ccelum ascendit. [p. 202. Colon, Agr. 1526.] 

|| Id. ibid. c. 18. Quomodo corporaliter ascendit in coelum, et in suis 
fidelibus preedicatur esse in terra, si non est in illo divinitatis immensitas 
quee coelum implere possit et terram? [Ibid. p. 204.] 

| Contr. Eutych. 1.1. Hoe erat ire ad patrem et recedere a nobis, 
auferre de mundo naturam quam susceperat 4 nobis.—Nam vide miracu- 
lum, vide utriusque proprietatis mysterium, Dei filius secundum huma- 
nitatem suam recessit 4 nobis, secundum divinitatem suam ait nobis, Ecce 
vobiscum sum omnibus diebus, &c.—Quos reliquit et & quibus decessit 
humanitate sua, non reliquit nec deseruit divinitate sua. [Max. Bibl. Vet. 
Patr. vol. 8. p. 723. col. 2, Lugd. 1677. ] 
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from us. For see the miracle, see the mystery of both (natures) 
distinct’ (not a word of the mystery of a body being in more 
places than one) ; “ the Son of God according to his humanity 
departed from us; according to his divinity he says to us, 
Behold, I am with you always, &c. Those whom he left and 
departed from by his humanity, he did not leave nor forsake 
by his divinity.” 

Again :* ‘ When Christ was on earth he was not in heaven ; 
and now because he is in heaven he surely is not on earth, &e. 
Because the Word is every where, but his flesh is not every — 
where, it appears plainly, that one and the same Christ is of 
both natures, and that he is every where according to the 
nature of his divinity, and contained in a place according to 
the nature of his humanity” (which would be a bad argument, 
if his body were in heaven and im the eucharist at the same 
time). And then he concludes, “This is the catholic faith 
and confession which the Apostles delivered, the martyrs con- 
firmed, and the faithful now keep and preserve.” 

Leo Magn. :f ‘Christ being raised up to heaven in sight 
of his disciples he put an end to his bodily presence.’ (So 
he explains it, that he was to remain at the right hand of his 
Father till he should come again to judge the quick and dead.) 

Bede :¢ ‘Christ ascending after his resurrection into heaven 
as a conqueror, left the Church as to his bodily presence, which 
yet he never left destitute of the security of his divine presence, 
remaining in the Church always to the end of the world.” 

This may abundantly suffice to prove the first position. 

2. Position. The Fathers distinguish the presence of Christ’s 
body from the sacrament of it, which they make to be a me- 
morial and pledge of Christ, as gone away and absent. 

St. Chrysostom,§ expounding those words, “ He that eateth 


* Td. ibid. 1. 4. Quando in terra fuit, non erat utique in coelo, et nunc 
quia in coelo est, non est utique in terra, &c.—Quia verbum ubique est, 
caro autem ejus ubique non est, apparet unum eundemque Christum 
utriusque esse nature, et esse quidem ubique secundum naturam divini- 
tatis sue, et loco contineri secundum naturam humanitatis sue.—— Hec 
est Fides et Confessio Catholica, quam Apostoli tradiderunt, Martyres 
roborarunt, et Fideles nunc usque custodiunt. [p. 733. col. 1.] 

+ Serm. 2. de Ascens. Dom. Christus coram Discipulis elevatus in 
coelum, corporalis preesentiz modum fecit. [ut supra, p. 294.] 

+ Com. in Marc. 13. Christus ad Patrem post resurrectionem victor 
ascendens, Ecclesiam corporaliter reliquit, quam tamen nunquam divin 
presidio preesentiz destituit, manens in illa omnibus diebus usque ad 
consummationem seculi. [vol. 5. p. 188. Colon. Agr. 1612.] 

§ In 1 Cor. II. 29. 
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and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment ;” 
and asking how that table, which is the cause of so many good. 
things,* ‘and flows with life,’ should be made condemnation 
to any, resolves it thus: ‘‘ That this happens not from its own 
nature, but from the purpose of him that approaches this table. 
For,’+ says he, “as Christ’s presenee, which brought those 
great and unspeakable blessings to us, did condemn those the 
more that did not receive it, so also the mysteries make way 
for greater punishments to those that unworthily partake of 
them.” A remarkable testimony, because we see he distin- 
guishes the presence of Christ from the sacrament of it; 
compares the one with the other, and because of the relation 
that the mysteries have to Christ, and that both are intended 
to convey great blessings, therefore they both, when unworthily 
treated, occasion greater punishments. 

St. Austin :{ ‘The fiesh and blood of this sacrifice, before 
Christ’s coming, was promised by victims of resemblance, in 
the passion of Christ it was exhibited in the truth itself; after 
Christ’s ascension it 1s celebrated by the sacrament of remem- 
brance.” Where you see, the sacrament of remembrance is 
opposed to the exhibition of the truth. 

Author Comm. in Epistolas Pauli (inter Hieronymi Opera),§ 
upon those words, ‘‘ He took bread, and after he had 
given thanks, he brake it: “That is,” says he, “blessing us 
even when he was about to suffer, he left his last memorial 
with us. Just as if one travelling into another country, should 
leave a pledge with him whom he loved, that whensoever he 
looked upon it, he might call to mind his favours and friend- 
ship ; which such a person, if he perfectly loved him, could 
not behold without a great passion or weeping.” 


* Loic Bpbovca rpamsca. [vol. 10. p. 293. Par. 1837.] 

+ “Qomeo yap n Tapovota avrou, Ta peyaha & éxetva Kat andponra 
KopiZovoa apy ayasa, Tove py OeEapévouce avrny paddov Karéxouver, 
oUTw Kal TA puoTHota pEtZovog Epddua KoddoEWC ylvETaL TOIg avagsiwc 
peréxover. [Ibid.] 

t Contr. Faust. 1. 20. c. 21. Hujus sacrificii caro et sanguis ante ad- 
ventum Christi per victimas similitudinem promittebatur, in passione 
Christi per ipsam veritatem reddebatur, post ascensum Christi per Sacra- 
mentum memorie celebratur. [vol. 8. p. 546. Par. 1837.] 

§ In1 Cor. 11. Hoc est, benedicens etiam passurus, ultimam nobis 
commemorationem sive memoriam dereliquit. Quemadmodum si quis 
peregre proficiscens, aliquod pignus ei quem diligit derelinquat, ut quo- 
tiescunque illud viderit, possit ejus beneficia et amicitias memorari ; quod 
ille, si perfecte dilexit, sine ingenti desiderio non possit videre, vel fletu. 
{vol. 11. p. 932. Veron. 1742. ] 


t 
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It will be very hard to reconcile this pledge of absence with 
such a constant presence of his body as the Church of Rome 
teaches, even there where we are required to look upon that 
pledge, and remember our absent friend. Sedulius has the 
same exposition of the place, almost in the same words. 

Primasius also confirms it,* upon those words, “The same. 
night that our Lord was betrayed, he took bread:” ‘* He left,” 
says he,+ “to us his last memorial.—God our Saviour gave us 
an example, that as often as we do this, we may call to mind 
that Christ has died for us all. Therefore we call it Christ’s 
body, that when we remember this, we may not be unthankful 
for his grace. As if one that was a dying should leave some 
pledge to one whom he loved, which he, after his death, when- 
ever he looked upon, could not contain his tears, if he perfectly 
loved him.” | 

Bedet has also given us the same account: “ As,” says he, 
‘* Moses witnesses that the tree of life was placed in the midst 
of paradise, so by the wisdom of God, to wit, of Christ, the 
Church has life given it, in whose sacraments of his flesh and 
blood she now receives the pledge of life, and hereafter shall 
be made happy in a present sight of him.” Where you see 
he distinguishes this pledge from his present aspect hereafter. 

Gaudentius§ calls the eucharist, ‘that hereditary gift of his 
new testament, which on the night he was delivered to be 
crucified, he left with us as a pledge of his presence. This is 
the provision of our journey, by which we are fed and nourished 
in this way of life, till, removing from this world, we go to 
him.” 


* In 1 Cor. 11. 

+ Ultimam nobis commemorationem reliquit.——Salvator Deus exem- 
plum dedit, ut quotiescunque hoc facimus, in mente habeamus, quod 
Christus pro nobis omnibus mortuus est. Ideo nobis dicitur Corpus 
Christi, ut cum hoc recordati fuerimus, non simus ingrati gratie ejus: 
quemadmodum si quis moriens relinquat ei quem diligit aliquod pignus, 
quod ille post mortem ejus, quandocunque viderit, nunquid potest lacry- 
mas continere, si eum perfecte dilexerit ? 

t In Proverb. lib. 1. c. 3. Sicut in medio Paradisi, lignum vite po- 
situm testatur Moses, ita par Sapientiam Dei, viz. Christi, vivificatur 
Kcclesia, cujus et nunc Sacramentis carnis et sanguinis pignus vite accipit, 
et in futuro preesenti beatificatur aspectu. [ut supra, vol. 4. p. 645. 

§ In Exod. tract. 2. Vere illud est hereditarium munus Testamenti 
ejus novi, quod nobis ea nocte qua tradebatur crucifigendus, tanquam 
pignus suc preesentie dereliquit. Hoc illud est viaticum nostri itineris, 
quo in hac via vite alimur ac nutrimur, donec ad ipsum pergamus de hoc 
seculo recedentes. 
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or 


Still we see it is a pledge of absence. 

3. Position. Whatsoever presence of Christ the Fathers 
speak of in the eucharist, they acknowledge the same in baptism, 
and in as full expressions. So that if we will follow the 
Fathers, we may as well assert a substantial presence of Christ’s 
body in baptism, as in the eucharist. But this on all hands 
is denied. 

Gaudentius* in the place last cited, speaking of our Lord 
Jesus, says, “ We believe him to be in his sacraments.” He 
had spoke of both sacraments before, and his words may well 
be understood of both. Iam sure other Fathers give their 
full consent to it. 

St. Basil,+ spéaking of the excellency of Christ’s baptism, 
and the supereminent glory of it, says: ‘‘ That Christ the Son 
of God has determined it, that one greater than the temple, 
and greater than Solomon is here.” 

So Gregory Nazianzen:{ ‘Behold, one greater than the 
temple is here, to them that perfectly consider.” 

St. Ambrose,§ speaking of baptism, says: ‘‘O Christ, I 
find thee im thy sacraments.” 

And again:|| ‘Believe that there is the presence of the 
Divinity.” 

So afterwards :{ ‘‘ Believe that the Lord Jesus is present, 
being invoked by the prayers of the priests.” 

St. Austin,** upon those words, ‘The poor ye have always 
with you, but me ye have not always,” discourses thus con- 
cerning having Christ now: ‘‘ Now thou hast Christ by faith, 
now thou hast him by the sign of Christ, now by the sacra- 
ment of baptism, now by the meat and drink of the altar.” 


* Tract. 2. in Exod. in fine. —— Quem Sacramentis suis inesse 
credimus. 

+ De Baptism. lib. l. cap. 2. MeiZov rod iepov Ode, kai peigoy Tov 
LoropGyrog wes. [vol. 2. p. 895. Par. 1839.] 

¢ Orat. 40. “Idod peiZoy rod tepov Wde, mapa Toig TedEiwg Xo- 
yiZopévotc. 

§ Apol. David. c. 12. Christe, in tuis te invenio Sacramentis. [vol. 1. 
p- 696. Par. 1686. ] 

|| De his qui initiant. c. 2. Crede illic esse Divinitatis preesentiam. 
{c. 3.] [vol. 2. p. 327. Par. 1690.] 

q Ibid. cap. 5. Crede adesse Dominum Jesum invocatum precibus 
Sacerdotum. [Ibid. p. 332.] 

** In Joan. tract. 50. Habes Christum in presenti per fidem, in pra- 
senti per signum Christi, in presenti per baptismatis Sacramentum, in 
presenti per altaris cibum et potum. [vol. 3. p. 2185. Par. 1837. | 
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Here you sce he makes no difference of having Christ at 
present these several ways he mentions. 

St. Chrysostom :* ‘As when thou art baptized, it is not 
he (viz. the priest) that baptizes thee, but it is God that holds 
thy head by his invisible power, and neither angel, nor arch- 
angel, nor any other, dare approach and touch thee,” &c. 

The same Father+ thus speaks of one to be baptized : “Thou 
shalt presently embrace our Lord himself, be mingled with his 
body, be incorporated into that body which is seated above, 
whither the devil cannot approach.” 

So the author of the Commentaries upon St. Markt speaks 
to those that are to be baptized, as if Christ were present: ‘* You 
that are to receive baptism, first lay fast hold on the feet of 
your Saviour, wash them with your tears, wipe them with your 
hair,” &e. 

Marcus the hermit,§ speaking of a baptized person, says: 
**Upon his baptism he has Christ lying hid in him.” 

St. Chrysostom again:|| ‘If Christ be the Son of God, 
and thou hast put him on (viz. in baptism), having the Son in 
thyself, and bemg made like to him, thou art brought into one 
kindred and nature.”’ 

Again elsewhere, speaking of Christ’s partaking of our 
flesh and blood, he says: ‘‘ He communicated with us, not we 
with him : how then are we of his flesh and of his bones?” 
He means this: ‘‘ That as he was begotten by the Holy Ghost 
without the concurrence of man, so are we regenerate in bap- 
tism. As therefore the Son of God was of our nature, so 


* Hom. 51. in Matth. Lat. Gree. Savil. Hom. 50. p. 322. “Qozep 
yao Oray Barrily, ob« adréocg ce BamriZer, adr’ 6 Cede éorty 6 Ka- 
TEXWY COV TIV KeGariy dopdry Cvvapet, Kai OTE Ayyedoc, OUTE ADXay- 
yéroc, ovre GdAog Tic TOAUd weocEhOeiy Kai GPacSa, &c. {vol. 7. p. 
581. Par. 1836.] 

t+ Id. Epist. ad Colos. Hom. 6. <Adroy etSéiwe mepitapBaverc Toy 
Oeon6Tny, Avakepavyvcu TY THpaTL, avagioy TH CHpmaTe TO ayw 
KEypévyp, Evda ToocEOsiv od EveTy OvaPdrAw. [Ibid. vol. 11. p. 427.] 

+ Inter Opera Chrysost. Hom. 14. Vos qui accepturi estis Baptis- 
mum, primum tenete pedes Salvatoris, lavate lachrymis, crine tergite, &c. 

§ De Baptism. “AO rot Bamrisparog roy Xprorbéy éy éauT@ ke- 
Kpuppévoy éyet. [Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 8. p. 45. Venet. 1772.] 

|| In Gal. 3. v.27. Et 6 Xpuordg vidg rod Oe0d, od dé adbroy év- 
dsOucat, TOY vioY ExWY FY EaUTY Kai TPG adToy adopoweic, sic piay 
ovyyévetav Kai piay idéav ajyxSyc. [ut supra, vol. 10. p. 834.] 

q In Ephes. 5. v.30. “Ort Worep dvev cuvovoiag ixeivog yeyév- 
yynTat &K TvEbpaTOg Ayiov, OUTW Kai Hpsic yevvwpsla iv TP oUTPY. 
[Ibid. vol. 11. p. 168.] 
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are we also of his substance ; and as he had us in himself, so 
also we have him in ourselves.”* And all this is by baptism. 

Cyril of Alexandria} says of the soul, that ‘it is conjoined 
perfectly to Christ by holy baptism.’ And though every one 
knows that union supposes presence and nearness, yet this is 
never made an argument that Christ is present corporally in 
baptism. No more can such like phrases used by him con- 
cerning the eucharist, be urged as a proof it. 

St. Hilaryt speaks many things of our real union with 
Christ in the sacrament of the eucharist: ‘ We truly receive 
the Word in the Lord’s food; how is he not then to be thought 
naturally to dwell in us?—We under the mystery do truly 
take the flesh of his body, and thereby shall be one, because 
the Father is in him, and he in us.—So that since he was in 
the Father by the nature of the divinity, we on the contrary 
are in him by corporal nativity, and he might be believed again 
to be in us by the mystery of the sacraments.” 

But then it is observable, that he does not say these great 
things only of the eucharist, that by partaking of it we have 
a natural union with Christ; but he says we have the same 
by faith, by regeneration, and by baptism:§ ‘* How dost thou 
not understand a natural unity in those who are one by the 
nature of one faith ?’’—Again, ‘‘ The unity of consent has no 
place in those who are one in the regeneration of the same 
nature.”—Again, ‘‘ What should agreement of wills do here, 
when they are one by this, that they are clothed with one 
Christ, by the nature of one baptism ?”’ 

I will add but one testimony more, out of Fulgentius ; but 


* —__ ‘Qc ovy 6 vidg TOU Os0v THC Tperéspac pucewc, | ovTW¢ Kat 
merc THC ovotag abrov Kal wo npac éKkéivog exe év éauT@, OTH Kai 
npEeic avToy Exomeviy npiv. [Ibid. p. 169.] 

+ Tom. 6.in Collectan. uvagOeioa rereiwe TH Xpror@ Oud Tov 
ayiov Barricparoc. [p. 39. Lutet. 1638.] 

t Lib. 8. de Trinit. Nos veré Verbum cibo Dominico sumimus, quo- 
mado non naturaliter manere in nobis existimandus est ? &c.—Nos sub 
Mysterio veré carnem corporis sui sumimus, et per hoc unum erimus, 
quia Pater in illo est et ile in nobis.—Ut cum ille in Patre per naturam 
Divinitatis esset, nos contra in eo per corporalem Nativitatem, et ille rur- 
sum in nobis per Sacramentorum inesse mysterium crederetur. [vol. 2. 
p. 222. Veron. 1730. ] 

§ Ibid. Quomodo non naturalem in his intelligis unitatem, qui per 
naturam unius fidei unum sunt?— Cessat in his assensus unitas, qui 
unum sunt in ejusdem regeneratione naturee. — Quid hic animorum con- 
cordia faciet, cum per id unum sint, quod uno Christo per naturam unius 
Baptismi induantur? [Tbid. p. 218, 219.] 

VOL. IX. N 
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it is very home: ‘Neither need any one at all doubt, that 
then every believer is made partaker of our Lord’s body and 
blood, when he is made a member of Christ in baptism.” * 

And yet even this does not infer a substantial presence of 
Christ in baptism. 

To make this position still more full and cogent, let me 
add, that the Fathers so speak of the waters of baptism, as 
if they were turned into blood, and we died in that blood, and 
were baptized in blood; and yet all these neither prove the 
presence of Christ’s natural body, nor transubstantiation 
there. 

To name a few testimonies. 

St. Jerome,f upon those words, ‘“‘ Wash ye, make ye clean,” 
says, ‘‘Be ye baptized in my blood by the laver of regeneration.” 

Againt he says of the eunuch: ‘“ He was baptized in the 
blood of the Lamb, whom he read of in the prophet.” 

So St. Austin:§ “Whence comes baptism to be red, but 
because it is consecrated with Christ’s blood ?” 

Prosper :|| “ They are dyed in the blood of Christ in bap- 
tism.” 

St. Chrysostom,4 speaking to those that were to receive 
baptism: *‘ You shall be clothed with the purple garment 
dyed in the Lord’s blood.” 

Julius Firmicus :** “Seek for the noble fountains, inquire 
for the pure waters, that there, after thy many stains, the blood 
of Christ with the Holy Spirit may make thee white.” 

Ceesarius,{} or the author of the Paschal Homily: “The 


* De Bapt. A‘thiop. cap. ult. Nec cuiquam aliquatenus ambigendum 
est, tunc unumquemque fidelium corporis sanguinisque Dominici parti- 
cipem fieri, quando in Baptismate membrum Christi efficitur. 

+ In Esa. 1. Baptizemini in sanguine meo per lavacrum regenera- 
tionis. [vol. 4. p. 22. Veron. 1735.] 

{ Baptizatus est in sanguine agni quem legebat. In Esa. 45. 

§ In Joan. Tract. 11. Unde rubet Baptismus, nisi sanguine Christi 
consecratus ? [ut supra, p. 1805.] 


|| De Promiss. part 2. Baptismo sanguine Christi tinguntur. [Append. 
p. 125.. Par. 17T1.] 

q Catech. ad illuminand. Tv ropdipay repiBadnoSe rw aipare 
Bageioay deororixw. [vol. 2. p. 266. Par. 1834.] 

** De Error. Prof. Relig. c. 28. Quzere fontes ingenuos, quere puros 
liquores, ut illic te post multas maculas cum Spiritu S. Christi sanguis 
incandidet. [p. 315. Wirceb. 1783.] 


+t Hom. 5. Paschal. Ingreditur anima vitales undas, velut rubras 
sanguine Christi consecratas. 
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soul enters the waters of life, that are red as it were, being 
consecrated by the blood of Christ.” 

Isidore of Seville:* ‘‘ What is the Red Sea, but baptism con- 
secrated by the blood of Christ ?” 

And again:t+ ‘‘ The true Israel enters the Red Sea, to wit, 
baptism, signed with the blood of Christ.” 

And Primasius:{ ‘‘The Red Sea signifies baptism, graced 
with the blood of Christ.” 

4. Position. The Fathers so consider the presence of 
Christ’s body in the eucharist, as can no way agree to the 
presence of his natural and glorified body there. 

The Fathers (as I have before proved, see chap. 7. Odserv. 
4. Reason 2.) look upon the bread and wine in the eucharist 
as the representative body of Christ ; and thus Christ’s body 
is indeed present by that which is its proxy or pledge: but this 
presence in a proper sense is absence, and does suppose it. 

I shall therefore here only insist upon one consideration of 
Christ’s body there, which can only agree to his representative 
body, but not to the natural and glorified body of Christ, viz. 

The presence of Christ’s body in the eucharist, which the 
Fathers speak of, is of his body as crucitied, and slain, and 
dead. Now this cannot agree to his natural body, which, by 
our adversaries’ confession is impassible and invulnerable now 
it is glorified, and cannot admit any separation of parts, which 
crucifixion does suppose, nor die any more. It is plain by the 
words of institution, that the body of Christ there spoken of, 
is his broken body, such as crucifixion caused, and his blood 
is considered as shed and poured out of his veins, and separated. 
from his body, which our adversaries that speak of his presence 
in the sacrament, do not believe. 

But the Fathers did believe this, and say so; for which at 
the present, instead of all, I need cite only St. Chrysostom, § 
whose phrase for the eucharist is, ‘‘ While this death is per- 
fected, this tremendous sacrifice, these ineffable mysteries.” 

Again :|| ‘‘ Christ lies before us slain.” 


* In Exod. c. 19. Quid Mare rubrum, nisi Baptismum Christi san- 
guine consecratum? [p. 308. col. 2. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 

+ De Vocat. Gent. c. 23. Verus Israel ingreditur Mare rubrum, bap- 
tismum scilicet Christi cruore signatum. [Ibid. p. 388. ] 

t In1 Cor. 10. Mare rubrum significat Baptismum Christi sanguine 
decoratum. 

§ Hom. 21. in Act. Tot Savarov éimtreXovpévov Eketvov, Tie 
goikrijc Suciac, THY adavTwy pvornpiwy. [ut supra, vol. 9. p. 188.] 

|| Homil. de Prodit. Jude. "Eopaypévocg rpdxetrat 6 Xotorog. [Ibid: 
vol. 2, p. 454. ] 
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‘In another place :* ‘While the sacrifice is brought forth, 
and Christ the Lord’s sheep is slain.” 

And elsewhere :+ ‘‘ What dost thou, O man? Thou swearest 
upon the holy table, and there thou killest thy brother, where 
Christ lies slain.” 

Againt he expresses it thus rhetorically: ‘‘ When thou 
seest the Lord slain and lying, and the priest standing by the 
sacrifice and praying, and all the people purple-dyed in that. 
precious blood,” &c. 

Again in another place,§ speaking of the priest standimg 
before the holy table, &c. he adds, “When thou seest the 
sheep (viz. Christ) slain and divided,” &c. 

So also elsewhere :|| ‘‘O wonderful! The mystical table being 
prepared, the Lamb of God slain for thee, &c. his blood emptied. 
into the cup out of his immaculate side, for thy purification, 
dost thou not fear ?”’ 

This slaying and dividing the body of Christ, this emptying 
the blood out of his veins, he speaks of, cannot be understood 
of any thing but of his representative body. 

Neither can another saying of his have any other sense ;{[ 
where telling us how Christ has given us leave to be filled with 
his holy flesh, he adds, “‘He has proposed himself before us 
slain.”’ So that if we eat his flesh, it must be his dead body ; 
for so he is set before us to be eaten: but that is impossible. 

But all this is easily understood in our way, or rather as he 
himself has explained it, when he says :** ‘The mystery is the 
passion and cross of Christ.” 

With which agrees that of St. Austin :++ “ He gave his 
supper, he gave his passion.” 


* In Epist. ad Ephes. Hom. 3. ’Exdepopévne ripg Ovoiac, kai rov 
Xptorod reOupévov rod deororikod. [Ibid. vol. 11. p. 26.] 

+ Ad Popul. Antioch. Hom. 15.—EvSa 6 Xptoré¢ keirat reSupévoc. 
Ibid. vol. 2. p. 187.] 

t Lib. 3. de Sacerdotio. “Orav idye riv Kiptoy reSupévoy kat 
KElLEVOY, Kai TOY Lepéa EdeoTHTa TH SUpare Kai érevydpevoy, Kai TaY~ 
Tac éksivyp TH Tipip porvtooopévouc aipare, &c. [Ibid. vol. 1. p. 467.] 

§ In Coemeter. appel. “Oray idye 7d modBarov topaytacpévoy Kai 

amnoriopévoy, &c. 

|| De Poenit.in Encoen. Tod apvov tov Oov wip cov ohaytalopéevov, 
&e. Tov atiparoc ty rm Koparhor cic ony KaPapow ek THe akpavrov 
mrEvpac Kevwpévov, ob PoBy ; 

q Hom. 51. in Matth. Tov ayiwy capkdéy airov étumdnodjvar 
EOwKev npiv—éavroy mapérnke TEOvpévor. [Ibid. vol. 7. p. 582.] 

** Hom. 83. in Matth. Mvornpidy tort rd waOoc Kai 0 oravpéc. 
[Ibid. p. 883. ] 

tt In Psal. 21. Coenam suam dedit, passionem suam dedit. [vol. 4. p. 
143. Par. 1835.] 
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Or, as he says in another place,* comparing the Gentiles to 
those dogs that licked Lazarus's sores: ‘‘ Yet,” says he, “ they 
lick the passion of our Lord in the sacraments of his body and 
blood with a devout sweetness.” 

The reader will meet with further testimonies to this purpose 
afterwards, under the head of eating Christ’s body and 
drinking his blood, which, according to the Fathers, is to be 
done mystically and spiritually (considered as slain), and 
therefore his presence must be such too: for his body is present 
just as it is eaten. 

The sum of all is this, that according to the Fathers, Christ 
is considered in the sacrament as ‘dead and slain,’ and there- 
fore can be only present there typically and by representation : 
for so Cardinal Perron himself confesses:+ ‘‘ The sacrament 
is not really the body of Christ, put in the actual state of one 
slain, dead, and without life; nor does it contain it so, but in 
that respect does only represent it.” 

5. Position. That according to the Fathers, the presence 
of Christ’s body to us now, is a presence to our faith and minds, 
a presence of union, of efficacy and grace. 

This is St. Austin’s constant doctrine. I have cited a place 
out of him before, where reckoning up the several presences of 
Christ,t the “presence of his divinity,” so he is with his 
Father ; his ‘‘ corporal presence,” so, he says, he is “‘ now above 
the heavens, at the right hand of the Father;’’ and he knows 
but one more, which is the ‘‘ presence of faith, by which he is 
in all Christians.” 

Thus also elsewhere :§ ‘ Christ is in heaven, but he is. also 
in the hearts of believers.” 

And again,|| exhorting the Jews to hear and take hold on 


* Super Evang. lib. 2. qu. 38.—Tamen passiones Domini in Sacra- 
mentis corporis et sanguinis ejus suavitate lambunt devotissima. [Ibid. 
vol. 3. p. 1640.] 

+ De locis Augustin. cap. 3. Sacramentum non est realiter corpus 
Christi in actuali occisi, mortui et inanimati statu constitutum, nec ea 
ratione illud continet, sed eatenus tantum repreesentat, &c. 

{ Serm. 120. de diversis.—Secundum presentiam corporalem jam supra 
coelos ad dextram patris est.—Secundum vero presentiam fidei in omnibus 
Christianis est. [Ibid. vol. 5. p. 2089. ] 

§ Serm. 12. de diversis. In coelo quidem Christus est, sed etiam in 
corde credentium. 

|| In Evang. Joan. tract. 50.—Audiant et teneant. Respondent, Quem 
tenebo ? absentem ? Quomodo in coelum manum mittam, ut ibi sedentem 
teneam ? Fidem mitte, et tenuisti: parentes tui tenuerunt carnem, tu tene 
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Christ, he brings one in asking, ‘‘ Whom shall I lay hold of? 
One that is absent?’ &c. He answers, ‘‘ Send forth thy faith, 
and thou hast hold of him. Thy fathers laid hold of him in 
his flesh, do thou hold him in thy heart, because Christ who 
is absent, is also present ; for if he were not present, he could 
not be held by us.” But still all is to be done by faith, for the 
reason he gives: “‘ He brought his body mto heaven, but his 
majesty (7. e. his divinity) was not withdrawn from the 
world.” 

And afterwards :* ‘* According to the presence of his majesty, 
we always have Christ ; according to the presence of his flesh, 
it was rightly said to his disciples, Me ye have not always. 
The Church had him a few days according to his fleshly pre- 
sence ; now it holds him by faith, and sees him not.” 

So again,t speaking of those whom he kept when he was 
with them, he says, ‘* These words can be rightly understood 
of nene but those who believing on him, were begun to be kept 
by him by his corporal presence, and whom he was about to 
leave by his bodily absence, that he might keep them, toge- 
ther with his Father, by his spiritual presence.” 

Lastly, St. Austin says:{ ‘Our Lord, comforting us, whe 
now, that he sits in heaven, cannot handle him, but only touch 
him by faith, says to Thomas, Because thou hast seen, thou 
hast believed ; blessed are they that have not seen and believe.” 

St. Cyril of Alexandria agrees perfectly with this doctrine, § 


corde, quoniam Christus absens etiam preesens est ; nisi preesens esset, ue 
nobis tenerl non posset, &c. —- Corpus enim suum intulit ae najes- > 
tatem non abstulit mundo. [Tbid. vol. ie p. 2180.) | ea ta 


mus Christum : secundum praesentiam carnis recté dictum est ‘hiseipal we 
Me autem non semper habebitis. Habuit illum Ecclesia secundum: 
presentiam carnis paucis diebus: modo fide tenet, oculis gon videt. 
[p. 2185.] & 

+ In Ev. Joan. tract. 106. Non recte intelliguntur—nisi hi quos in sé 
credentes servare Jam coeperat prvesentia corporali, et quos relicturu: 
fuerat absentia corporali, ut eos cum patre servaret Presa bias all. 
[Tbid. p. 2383. ] Up ae 

$ Expos. in Hpist. Joan. tract. 1. Dominus consolans nos” at ipsum — 
jam in coelo sedentem manu contrectare non possumus, sed fide contin- 
gere, ait illi, Quia vidisti, et credidisti ; beati qui non viderunt et credunt. 
[ Ibid. p. 2483. ] 

§ In Joan. 13. 33. AcaxeioSar dé deiv avayKaiov sivat npr rove ovye 
ppovovouy 6090, Kat idpupévny é Exovat THC mTioTly, WC EL Kai ATEoTLY 
NOY 7 a] capKi, THY mTpog Jeov Kai marepa OTELNGMEVOC anodnpiay, 
aX ovy Ty Sein Ovvapet Reh nt Ta oUpTAaYTa, Kat CvpTapEcTeE 
toic ayam@ow avrov, &c. (vol. 4. p. 747. Par. 1638.] 
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and knows no other presence of Christ now but what is spiritual 
and divine, since he ascended to the Father, and left the world: 
“For they that judge aright, and are of a confirmed faith, 
must be persuaded, that though Christ be absent from us in 
the flesh, having undertaken a long journey to God and the 
Father, that yet he compasses all things by his divine power, 
and is present to them that love him,” &c. 

And again :* “It seemed to them intolerable, to be separated 
from Christ, though he was always present with them by the 
power and efficacy of the Spirit.” Elsewheret+ he lays it down 
as a rule, ‘That Christ’s Spirit dwelling in the saints, supplies 
the presence and power of Christ in his absence.” 

And many more places I might name out of him. 

Their sense is well expressed in that short saying of the 
author under St. Cyprian’s{ name, which I will again repeat : 
‘*Truth is in the sign, and the Spirit in the sacrament.” 

St. Ambrose § knows of no other presence of Christ now, 
but what makes the Father to be present with him too, and that 
is the presence of the Spirit and of grace. His words are 
very remarkable :|| “The Spirit then so comes, as the Father 
comes: for the Son said, I and my Father will come, and 
make our abode with him. What? Does the Father come cor- 
porally? (And the same may be asked too of the Son, by what 
follows.) The Spirit so comes, as that in him when he comes is 
the full presence of the Father and the Son,”—A little after, 
** We have therefore proved, that there is one presence, and 


- that there is one grace (which explains what the presence is) of 


~~ the: one Son, and ‘Holy Ghost, which is so celestial and 


o ae that the Son gives thanks to the Father for it,”’ &c. 


Thid. in-y. 36. Ob gopnroy sivac dtepaivero TO Xwpilerrat Xptorow, 
Katroe ovvdvroc avroig Oud wavrToc TY TOD TMvEbparocg Ouvape TE Kat 
ouveoyeta. [Ibid. p. 755.] 

+ In Joan, 14. 27. Tijy atrov rob _Xpuorov mapovoiay TE Kab 
divapw avardypoi Td rrvetpa abrov Tote ayior évouxody. [14. 26.] 
{Iibid. p. 838.] 

t De Unct. Chrismat. Inest Veritas signo, et Spiritus Sacramento. 
[Cypr. Op. Append. p. cviii. Venet. 1728.] 

“Dé Spir. Sanct. 1. 1. c. 10. propé finem. [c. 11.] [vol. 2. p. 625. 
par “1690. ] 

| Sic ergo venit Spiritus, quemadmodum venit Pater : dixit enim 
Filius, Ego et Pater veniemus et mansionem apud eum faciemus. 
Nunquid corporaliter Pater venit? Sic ergo Spiritus venit, in quo cum 
venit, et Patris et Filii plena presentia est.—Paulo post, Probavimus 
igitur unam presentiam esse, unam gratiam esse, Patris, Filii, et Spiritus 
Sancti, quze tam ccelestis et divina est, ut pro ea gratias agat Patri Filius, 
&c. [Ibid.] 
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Bede,* observing how many times Christ appeared to his 
disciples after his resurrection, says,t ‘‘ He designed to shew 
by these frequent appearances, that he would be spiritually 
or divinely present in all places at the desire of the faithful. 
He appeared to the women that wept at the sepulchre; he 
will be likewise present with us, when we grieve at the remem- 
brance of his absence. He appeared, whilst they broke bread, 
to those who, taking him for a stranger, gave him entertain- 
ment ; he will be likewise with us whilst we liberally receive 
the poor and strangers: he will be likewise with us im the 
fraction of bread, when we receive the sacraments of his body, 
which is the living bread, with a pure and chaste heart.” 

All this speaks only the presence of his divinity, and no other. 

For, as Alcuinus says :{. ‘“‘The same Christ who is man, is 
likewise God ; he left them as to his manhood, but remained 
with them as to his Godhead. He went away, with reference 
to that, by which he is but in one place, (N.B.) yet tarried 
with them by his divinity, which is every where.” 

All Liturgies, when the eucharist is celebrated, call aloud, 
"Avw rac kapdiac, Sursum corda, ‘Lift up your hearts.” The 
meaning of which we are told by St. Austin :§ ‘ What there- 
fore is said in the sacraments of the faithful, that we should 
lift up our hearts to the Lord, it is a gift of the Lord.” And 
he explains it, ‘That by the divine aid the soul is helped to 
ascend, and set its affections upon things above, where Christ 
is sitting at God’s right hand, and not upon things on the 
earth.” 


* Hom. est. de temp. feria 6. Pasch. 

+ Hac ergo fre juentia corporalis sue manifestationis ostendere voluit 
Dominus, ut diximus, in omni loco, se bonorum desideriis divinitus esse 
presentem. Apparuit namque ad monumentum lugentibus, aderit et 
nobis absentiz ejus recordatione salubriter contristatis. Apparuit in 
fractione panis his, qui se peregrinum esse putantes ad hospitium voca- 
verunt ; aderit et nobis cum peregrinis et pauperibus queecunque possumus 
bona libenter impendimus. Aderit et nobis in fractione panis, cum 
Sacramenta corporis ejus, videlicet panis vivi, casta et simplici conscientia 
sumimus. [vol. 7. p. 15. Colon. Agr. 1688. ] 

t In Joan. lib. 6. cap. 35. Et idem ipse Christus et homo et Deus. 
Ergo ibat per id quod homo erat, et manebat per id quod Deus erat. Ibat 
per id quod in uno loco erat, et manebat per id quod ubique Deus erat 
[vol. 1. p. 602. Ratisbon. 1777. ] 

§ De Bono Persev. 1. 2.c. 13. Quod ergo in Sacramentis fidelium 
dicitur, ut sursum corda habeamus ad Dominum, munus est Domini—ut 
ascendat et quee sursum sunt sapiat, ubi Christus est in dextra Dei sedens, 
non que super terram, &c. [De Dono Persev. ¢. 13. vol. 10. p. 1415. 
Par. 1838. ] 
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St. Jerome’s words* are very emphatical : “ Let us, with our 
Lord, ascend the great upper room prepared and made clean, 
and receive from him above the cup of the new testament, 
and there celebrating the passover with him, be inebriated by 
him with the wine of sobriety.” 

All you see is above, and our presence too with him there. 

St. Chrysostom,+ speaking how we ought to approach to 
the tremendous sacrifice with concord and ardent charity, says, 
“From thence we become eagles, and so fly to heaven itself : 
for, where the carcase is, thither will the eagles come.t He 
calls his body the carcase, because of his death; and he calls 
them eagles, shewing, that he who comes to this body ought 
to be sublime, and have nothing common with earth, nor be 
drawn downward and creep, but continually fly upward, and 
look to the Sun of righteousness, and to have the eye of his 
mind quick-sighted : for this is a table for eagles, not for jack- 
daws.”’ 

Gregory Nazianzen,§ speaking of his adversaries, says, 
** Will they drive me from the altars? I know another altar, 
whose types the things now seen are, upon which no axe has 
been lift up, no iron tool or other instrument has been 
heard; but is wholly a work of the mind, and an ascent by 
contemplation. Before this will I present myself, on this 
will I offer acceptable things, sacrifice, oblation, and holo- 
causts, so much more excellent than the things now offered, as 
truth excels a shadow.” 

If Christ’s body were corporally present, it is not conceiv- 
able, what better oblation than that we could present, no 
more than of what other oblation this should be only a type 
and shadow. 


* Ad Hedibiam, qu. 2. Ascendamus cum Domino coenaculum magnum 
stratum et mundatum, et accipiamus ab eo sursum calicem N. Testamenti, 
ibique cum eo Pascha celebrantes inebriemur ab eo vino sobrietatis. [ Epist. 
120. vol. 1. p. 818. Veron. 1735.] 

+ Hom. 24.in 1 Cor 10. 

t IIrépa caddy 7rd cipa Oia tov Sdvarov.—derodbe dé Karei, 
Oeuevde bre kai VWyrov sivae Ost Tov rpoclovTa TH GwpaTe TOUTH, 
kai pndéy mode Thy yijy Kowdv exe, pynds Kadrw obpecdar Kai 
’omwenv, GAN dvw TérecQar Ounverde, Kal Tpd¢e Tov Moy THe 
ducawwotyvnce évopayv, kai dvdeoKic Td dppa Tipe Ovavoiag Exeur 
derdv yao, ob Ko\owy arn » TpaTeZa. [vol. 10. p. 233. Par. 1837.] 

§ Orat. 28. contr. Maxim. O08 rimoe ra viv dodpeva. “OdoYv Tod 
you rd Epyov, Kai dud Sewpiag 4 avaBaoig.—Koeirrova téy voy 
Tpocayopevwy, Oow KpEiTToy oKLdc adAnGea. [vol. 1. p. 484. Par. 1630.} 


186 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


(Ecumenius,* upon those words, ‘‘ Let us draw near with 
a true heart, in full assurance of faith,” says thus: “ Seeing 
there remains nothing visible, neither the temple, that is 
heaven, nor the High Priest, that is Christ, nor the sacrifice, 
that is his body ; it remains that we have need of faith.” 

I shewed before, that the Fathers never make Christ’s body 
invisible, but only from its distance and absence. And so it 
must be understood here, that he and his body, the Priest and 
the sacrifice are invisible, being both in heaven, at that dis- 
tance which makes heaven itself and its inhabitants invisible 
to us; and therefore he recommends faith, which can only 
make them present to us. 

Author Imperfecti Operis in Mattheum+ (among the works 
of Chrysostom in Latin) has this saying: “If therefore it be 
so dangerous a thing, to turn the sanctified vessels to private 
uses, in which is not the true body of Christ, but only the 
mystery of his body is contained therein; how much more 
as to the vessels of our body, which God has prepared for 
himself to dwell in, ought we not to give place to the devil to 
act in them what he pleases ?”’ 

One may trust an adversary as to his opinion of what makes 
against him; these words were looked upon as so considerable 
an objection, that an attempt to corrupt them was practised 
long ago. The learned Archbishop Usher (in the Preface of 
his Answer to the Jesuit’s Challenge) has observed, “‘that those 
words (in quibus non est verum corpus Christi, sed mysterium 
corporis ejus continetur) were left out wholly in an edition at 
Antwerp, 1537, and at Paris, 1543, and in another at Paris, 
apud Audoenum Parvum, 1557.” Dr. James (in his Corrup- 
tion of true Fathers, p. 53), says, “Those words are found in 
all the ancient copies at Oxford, as Archbishop Usher says 
they were extant in the ancienter editions, as in 1487. And I 
myself have seen one Paris edition, even in the year 1536 
(apud Claud. Chevallonium), where those words are extant. 
So that I conclude, that the Antwerp edition first mentioned 


* In Heb. 10. v. 22. “Ezrecds) yao Xowroy ovK ~orw épardy ovdiv, 
ovre 0 vadc, ToUTéoTLY O ovpavec, obTE 6 ApxLEDEdC, ToUTéOTLY O 
Xpwordc, ovTE 4) Suvota, TovTéoTe TO OHpa adbTov, xpEsia owroy 
miorewc. [vol. 2. p. 397. Lut. Par. 1631.] 

+ Hom. 11. Si ergo vasa sanctificata, ad privatos usus transferre sic 
periculosum est, in quibus non est verum corpus Christi, sed myste- 
rium corporis ejus continetur; quanto magis vasa corporis nostri, que 
sibi Deus ad habitaculum preparavit, non debemus locum dare Diabolo 
agendi in eis quod vult. [Chrysost. Op. vol. 6. Append. p. lxiii. col. 1. 
Par. 1724. ] 
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(apud Joan. Steelsium, 1537), was the first that made the 
alteration. But then I further observe, that in the large Paris 
edition in Latin of St. Chrysostom, 1588, which I have by 
me, those words are inserted indeed in the text, but enclosed 
within two brackets, with this note in the margin, Hee in 
quibusdam exemplaribus desunt, which is very fine work, 
when they themselves had omitted them in the forenamed 
prints.” 

They have played the same prank with the same author in 
another of his homilies (viz. Hom. 19), whose words were not 
favourable to the real presence of Christ’s body in the eucha- 
rist. ‘The words are these : 

** Perhaps thou wilt object,* how can I say that he isnot a 
Christian, whom I see confessing Christ, having an altar, 
offering the sacrifice of bread and wine, baptizing,” &c. 

In the Paris edition apud Audoenum Parvum, An. 1557, 
as Dr. James notes, those words Sacrificium panis et vini, 
are changed into these, Saerificium corporis et sanguinis 
Christi. The Paris edition of 1588 (before mentioned), 
though it had more conscience than to insert this change into 
the text, yet so far complied with the cheat, as to put in the 
margin (alias, Sucrifictum corporis et sanguinis Christi). 

If this trade had gone on successfully, they might have had 
im time a consent of Fathers on their side; but it can never 
be without it. 

I will conclude this particular with one observation more, of 
what the reader may find at large discoursed ofin a late 
learned dissertation of Monsieur Allix,+ upon occasion of an 
epistle of St. Austin to Consentius, who inquired of him, 
“«* Whether now the body of Christ has bones and blood?’ The 
very reading of that 146th epistle of St. Austin, wherein he 
plaimly, in his answer to that question, betrays his doubting of 
it, as well as in other of his works ; his distinguishing betwixt 
Christ’s having a true body after his resurrection, and his 
having flesh and blood; the testimonies there of other of the 
ancients, especially of Origen and his followers, that seem 
plainly to make both the glorified body of Christ, and also of 
believers, to be of another composition than that of proper flesh 


* Sed forte dices, quomodo dicere illum possum, non esse Christianum, 
quem video Christum confitentem, altare habentem, Sacrificium panis et 
vini offerentem, baptizantem, &c. [Ibid. p. xciii. col. 1.] 

+ Dissert. de Sanguine D. N. Jesu Christi ad Epist. 146. S. Augustini. 
Utrum nunc corpus Domini ossa et sanguinem habeat. 
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and blood ; these, I say, are a demonstration, that the ancient 
Fathers did not believe any presence of true flesh and blood to 
be now in the eucharist. 

Neither do I think the answer given to this dissertation by 
Monsieur Boileau, dean of Sens,* to be a satisfactory one in 
this particular. For though I should grant (which yet I see 
not sufficiently cleared by him) that generally the Fathers, and 
St. Austin also, did believe, that Christ had a body, after the 
resurrection, of the same substance, though differing in 
qualities, from what he had before; yet there are three thmgs 
that he has by no means said any thing material to in his 
answer. 

1. That he has given no account of St. Austin’s studious 
declining to determine any thing im particular about the blood. 
of Christ, when he had never so fair an occasion to do it; but 
waves this always, even where he seems, as he does in his 
Retractations, to determine for his having palpable flesh and 
bones. 

2. Why St. Austin should ever at all doubt or hesitate 
about this matter of Christ’s blood after his resurrection, is 
inconceivable, if he, with the rest of the Fathers, had such a 
constant belief of its presence in the eucharist, as the Romanists 
affirm. 

3. That though the Fathers use the argument of the eucha- 
rist to prove the truth of Christ’s body, yet none ever urged 
Origen or his followers with an argument from thence, to con- 
fute their opinions, differmg from the pretended common senti+ 
ments about the body and blood of Christ, by what lay so 
plainly before them, of his body and blood being in the eucha- 
rist, if they had believed it. But I refer the reader to Monsieur 
Allix’s dissertation, before-named, wherein he may find 
abundant satisfaction m these matters; and also will see how 
sadly the Romanists are put to it, to answer the difficulties 
about the blood of Christ, which they pretend to shew in so 
many churches, and is produced in such quantities, that they 
may well cause a new doubt, whether, if his resurrection-body 
have any blood in it, we must not suppose it to be of a new 
creation, since what was in his body when he died cannot suf- 
fice to furnish more blood, if so much, as their vials and glasses 
are filled withal. 


* Disquisit. Theolog. de Sangu. Corporis Christi post resurrectionem.. 
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CHAP. X. 


THE TENTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers assert positively, that the substance of the 
elements remain after Consecration ; that bread and wine 
are taken, eaten and drunk in the Sacrament ; which all 
that believe Transubstantiation must deny. 


We have seen before that the Fathers say plainly, that it 
was bread which Christ called his body, when he blessed it. 
Now we shall see, that the Fathers are as positive, that after 
consecration, and the change made by it, yet still the bread 
and wine remains. 

I begin with that famous testimony of St. Chrysostom 
against the Apollinarians ; produced first by P. Martyr; by 
some of our adversaries charged upon him as his forgery, 
because it was so full against them; by others shifted off to 
another, John of Constantinople, and denied to be St. Chry- 
sostom’s; but vindicated for his by the learned Bigotius, who 
had transcribed it out of the Florentine library of St. Mark’s 
Monastery,* and prepared it for the press in his edition of 
Palladius ; then suppressed by some doctors of the Sorbonne, 
and the printed leaves taken out of the book; but now lately 
recovered and published to their shame. A passage of which 
(the subject of this great contest) I shall here set down. 

“Christ is both God and man :+ God, for that he is im- 
passible ; man for that he suffered. One Son, one Lord, he 


* See Append. to the Defence of the Exposition of the Doctrine of the 
Church of England, p, 142, 143, &c. 

+ Deus et homo Christus: Deus propter impassibilitatem, Homo 
propter Passionem. Unus Filius, unus Dominus, idem ipse proculdubio 
unitarum naturarum unam dominationem, unam_ potestatem possidens, 
etiamsi non consubstantiales existunt, et unaqueeque incommixtam pro- 
prietatis conservat agnitionem, propter hoc quod inconfusa sunt, [duo] 
dico. Sicut enim antequam sanctificetur Panis, Panem nominamus, divina 
autem illum sanctificante gratia, mediante sacerdote, liberatus est quidem 
appellatione panis, dignus autem habitus est dominici corporis appella- 
tione, etiamsi natura panis in ipso permansit, et non duo corpora, sed 
unum corpus filii preedicatur: Sic et hic Divina évwWpvodone, id est, 
inundante corporis natura, unum filium, unam personam, utraque hrec 
fecerunt. Agnoscendum tamen inconfusam et indivisibilem rationem, non 
in una solum natura, sed in duabus perfectis. 
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the same without doubt, having one dominion, one power of 
two united natures ; not that these (natures) are consubstan- 
tial, seeing each of them does retain without confusion its own 
properties, and being two are inconfused in him. For as (in 
the eucharist) before the bread is consecrated we call it bread ; 
but when the grace of God by the priest has consecrated it, 
it has no longer the name of bread, but is counted worthy to 
be called the Lord’s body, although the nature of bread re- 
mains in it, and we do not say there are two bodies, but one 
body of the Son. So here, the divine nature being joined to 
the (human) body, they both together make one Son, one 
Person ; but yet they must be acknowledged to remain without 
confusion, and after an indivisible manner, not in one nature 
only, but in two perfect natures.” 

Another remarkable testimony is in Theodoret’s Dialogues ; 
some part of which I hope the reader will not think it tedious 
to be inserted here, since by observing the thread of his dis- 
course he will see his undoubted sense to be, that the substance 
of the bread and wine remains in the eucharist, and the change 
is by addition, not annihilation ; and I will add his Greek 
where it is needful. 

Dial. 1. ‘‘ Orthodoxus. Do you not know that God called 
his body bread ?’—Hranistes. I know it.—Orth. Elsewhere 
also he calleth his flesh wheat.—7ran. I know that also: 
Unless a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, &¢.— 
Orth. But in the delivery of the mysteries he called the bread 
his body, and that which is mixed (viz. wine and water in the 
cup) blood.—Lran. He did so call them.— Orth. But that 
which is his body by nature (xara vow 7d cpa) is also to be 
called his body, and his blood (vz. by nature) blood.— 
Hran. It is confessed.— Orth. But our Saviour changed the 
names,* and on his body he imposed the name of the symbol 
(or sign), and on the symbol he put the name of his body ; 
and so having called himself a vine, he called the symbol blood. 
—Fran. Very right. But I have a mind to know the reason 
of this change of names.— Orth. The scope is manifest to 
those that are initiated in divine things. Fort he would have 
those that participate the divine mysteries not to attend to the 


* TQ piv copare TO TOU cvuBdrov TéOEtKEY dvopa, TH dé TUPPBdAW 
TO Tov owparog. [vol. 4. p. 26. Hal. 1772.] 

t My ry dice Tov BrETOMEVYOY ToocéxELY, GAA Ota TIE THY dvo- 
parwy avahdX\ayic, TuoTebey TH eK THC XaoLTOE yEyEYNpevy pETa- 


Body. [Thid. ] 
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nature of those things that are seen, but upon the changing of 
the names to believe the change that is made by grace. For 
he that called his body, that is so by nature, wheat and bread, 
and again termed himself a vine,* he honoured the visible 
symbols with the appellation of his body and blood, not alter- 
ing nature, but to nature adding grace.” 

Proceed we now to the next dialogue. 

Dial. 2. ‘‘ Orth. The mystical symbols offered to God by 
the priests, pray tell me what are they signs of ?’—Hran. Of 
the Lord’s body and blood.—Orth. Of his body truly or not 
truly such ?’—#ran. Of that which is truly (his body.)— 
Orth. Very right. For there must be an original of an image 
(rife cixdvoc apyéruToy), for painters imitate nature and draw 
the images of visible things.—Hran. True.—Orth. +If then 
the divine mysteries are antitypes of a true body, then the 
Lord’s body isa true body still, not changed into the nature of 
the Deity, but filled with ‘divine glory.—Hran. You have 
seasonably brought in the discourse of the divine mysteries ; 
for thereby I will shew that the Lord’s body is changed into 
another nature. Answer therefore my question.—Orth. I 
will.— Hran. What call you the gift that is offered before the 
priest’s invocation ?—Orth. I may not openly declare it, for 
perhaps some here present may not be initiated.—Hran. 
Answer then enigmatically.—Orth. I call it the food that is 
made of a certain grain.—Lran. How call you the other 
symbol ?’—Orth. By a common name that signifies a kind of 
drink.— ran. But how do you call it after consecration ?— 
Orth. The body of Christ, and the blood of Christ.—Hran. 
And do you believe you partake the body and blood of Christ ? 
—Orth. Yes, I believe it.—Hran. As then the symbols of 
Christ’s body and blood are one thing before the priest’s invo- 
cation, but after the invocation are changed and become another 
thing ; so the Lord’s body, after his assumption, is changed 
into a divine essence.— Orth. You are caught in a net of your 
own weaving. {For after sanctification the mystical symbols 


* Odroc ra Opwpeva obuBoha TY TOV owWmaTOE Kai aipaTog TpO- 
onyopia TeTiunKer, ob THY Pio pEeTaBarwy, adNAG Ty XaoLy TY PvE 
moooTeGetkwe. [Ibid. | 

+ Tov dvToc cwparoc avrirura. [Ibid. p. 125.] 

$ O08 yap Kara Toy aylacpoy Tra puotiuKda ovpBora Tig otKEtac 
tElorarar puoewc: Méver yap emt THC Tporepac obolac, Kat TOU oX- 
pearocg Kai Tov sidove, Kai Opara tort, Kai amTd, cia Kat TpOTEpOY 
qv. Nosirar ot dep éyéveto, Kai mioreveTat Kai TOOCKVYEITAL, WE 
txetva OvrTa dimep mioreverat. [Ibid. p. 126.] 
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do not depart from their own nature ;- for they remain still in 
their former substance, and figure and form, and may be seen 
and touched just as before. But they are understood to be 
that which they are made, and are believed and venerated, as 
being those things they are believed to be.” 

How shamefully Mr. Sclater has attempted to pervert these 
last words of Theodoret, he has been told sufficiently by his 
Answerer. 

The next testimony is of Gelasius,* bishop of Rome: ‘The 
sacraments of the body and blood of Christ which we take are 
surely a divine thing, for which reason we become by them 
partakers of the divine nature ; and yet the substance or nature 
of bread and wine does not cease to be; and indeed the image 
and likeness of the body and blood of Christ are celebrated in 
the action of the mysteries ; therefore it appears plainly enough 
to us, that we ought to think that of our Lord, which we pro- 
fess and celebrate and receive in his image ; that as they (vz. 
the elements) pass into the divine substance, the Holy Spirit 
effecting it, their nature still remaining in its own property ; 
so that principal mystery, whose efficiency and virtue these (the 
elements) truly represent to us, remains one entire and true 
Christ ; those things of which he is compounded (viz. the two 
natures) remaining in their properties.” 

Ephrem Antiochenus,+ treating of the two natures (which he 
calls palpable and impalpable, visible and invisible) united in 
Christ, adds, ‘“‘ Thus the body of Christ which is received by 
the faithful, does not depart from its sensible substance, and yet 


* De duabus naturis in Christo. Certe Sacramenta que sumimus, cor- 
poris et sanguinis Christi, divina res est, propter quod et per eadem 
divinee effiicimur consortes naturee; et tamen esse non desinit substantia 
vel natura panis et vini; et certe Imago et similitudo corporis et sanguinis 
Christi in actione mysteriorum celebrantur. Satis ergo nobis evidenter 
ostenditur, hoc nobis in ipso Christo Domino sentiendum, quod in ejus 
imagine profitemur, celebramus et sumimus; ut sicut in hance, sc. in 
Divinam transeunt Spiritu S. perficiente substantiam, permanente tamen 
in sua proprietate natura, sic illud ipsum mysterium principale, cujus 
nobis efficientiam Virtutemque veraciter representant, ex quibus constat 
proprie permanentibus, unum Christum, quia integrum verumque per- 
manere. [Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 8. p. 703. Lugd. 1677.] 

+ Apud Photii Biblioth. cod. 229. Ovrw kai mapa réYv rioTdy 
AapBavopevoy cHpa Xprorov, Kai rij¢ aioIynrijg ovoiag odk 2iorarat, 
Kai THe vonrig dduaiperoy péver yaourog’ Kai 7d BanTiopa Kai TrEV- 
fariKoy OAov yevdpsvoy Kai Ev UTdpyxoY, Kai TO lOtoy Tij¢ atoInrig 
ovotac, Tov voaTog éyw, CtracwleL, Kal 6 yéyovey OvK amwXETEV: 


[p. 794. Rothom. 1653. ] 
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remains unseparated from the intellectual grace. So baptism 
becoming wholly spiritual and one, it preserves its own sensible 
substance, I mean water, and does not lose what it is made 
to be. 

Our adversaries, to testify the respect they have for the 
Fathers, when they do not speak as they would have them, 
they try to make them speak so as nobody shall understand 
their true sense. Andas the Putney convert did by Theodoret, 
so the Jesuit Andr. Schottus (not for want of skill, but honesty) 
has dealt with this of Ephrem, making it, by his translation, 
obscure, or rather unintelligible nonsense. For the first words 
Tii¢ aicSnritc ovciac otk eé&lorara, he translates, sensibilis 
essentie non cognoscitur, “ it is not known of a sensible nature ;” 
and the other expression about baptism, kal rd ‘dvoy rijc 
aisSnrijc, ovciac, tov vdaroc éyw, CcacwZer, he turns thus: 
Hocque substantie sensibilis proprium est, per aquam, tn- 
quam, servat ; ‘and this is the property of sensible substance, 
it keeps, I say, by water.” A good man cannot take more pains 
to find out truth, than this man does that it may be lost. 

The next testimony is of Facundus,* the African bishop : 
** Christ vouchsafed to receive the sacrament of adoption, both 
when he was circumcised and when he was baptized; and the 
sacrament of adoption may be called adoption, just as we call 
the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, which is in the 
consecrated bread and cup, his body and blood. Not that 
properly bread is his body, and the cup his blood, but because 
they contain in them the mystery of his body and blood. 
Hence it is, that our Lord himself called the bread and cup he 
blessed and gave to his disciples, his body and blood.” 

Nothing can be more positive than these five testimonies, 
that the bread and wine remain in their substance after con- 
secration. And I cannot but here add the remarkable confes- 
sion of an adversary concerning two of them. 

For thus Cardinal Alan says : “‘ Concerning these two, Gela- 
sius and Theodoret, I readily persuade myself that they are 
the only persons in all antiquity (though I have already pro- 


* Lib. 9. Defens. 3. capit. cap. 5. Sacramentum adoptionis suscipere 
dignatus est Christus, et quando circumcisus est et quando baptizatus est : 
et potest Sacramentum adoptionis adoptio nuncupari, sicut Sacramentum 
corporis et sanguinis ejus, quod est in pane et poculo consecrato, corpus 
ejus et sanguinem dicimus; non quod proprie corpus ejus sit panis, et 
poculum sanguis, sed quod in se mysterium corporis sanguinisque conti- 
neant. Hinc et ipse Dominus benedictum panem et calicem, quem disci- 
pulis tradidit, corpus et sanguinem suum vocavit. | 

VOL. IX. O 
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duced three more of their mind) who inclined to that, which 
was afterwards a common error, so to defend the true conver- 
sion of bread, that they granted the matter of the element to 
remain, as they saw it did in all other natural transmutations.’’* 

But we will try whether the rest of the Fathers did not also 
speak the same thing. 

Justin Martyr,+ speaking of the oblation of fine flour for 
those that were cleansed from leprosy, says, ‘‘ It was a type of 
the bread of the eucharist, which our Lord Jesus Christ com- 
manded us to make in memory of his passion.” What we 
make (as was shewed, c. 8. observ. 7.) can be only bread, not 
Christ’s body in a proper sense. 

Again,{ telling us of the bishop’s praying and giving thanks 
over the elements, he adds, “that the deacons give to every 
one present leave to take of the bread and wine of the 
eucharist.”” 

That this was his sense appears further by another character 
he gives of it in the same place, when he calls it$ “food by 
which our flesh and blood by a change are nourished.” 

What he says in another place,|| of Christians remembering 
their Lord’s passion ‘by their dry and wet food,” can agree 
only to bread and wine, which therefore must be supposed to 
remain. 

St. Irenzeus asserts with Justin, that the bread and cup of 
the eucharist is that, “‘ by which the substance of our flesh is 
nourished and consists.” . 

In another place** he not only says, that our flesh is nou- 


* De Euchar. Sacram. 1. 1. c. 35. De duobus, Gelasio et Theodoreto, 
facile mihi persuadeo, eos solos esse ex omni Antiquitate, qui inclinave- 
runt in communem postea multorum errorem, ut ita defenderent veram 
conversionem panis, ut materiam Elementi, sicut in ceteris naturalibus 
transmutationibus fieri videbant, relictam esse concederent, &c. 

t Dial. cum Tryph. Tudzoc av rov dorov rig ebyaptoriag, dv sic 
avauynoww tov maQoug ‘Inoovtg Xptordc 0 Kipioc rpdv mapédwxe 
Touty. 

: Apol. 2. Ot dtdkovor OiwWdacww Exaorw THY TapovTwy peerada- 
Biv amd tov ebxaptornSévrog dprov, Kai otvov, Kai tdOaTo¢g. — 
[Apol. 1. p. 83. Par. 1742.] 

s Toogy && He aia Kai oapcec cara peraBorny ToidovTat Huwry. 

bid.] 


|| Dial. cum Tryph. p. 345. Edit. Paris. 1615. Tpodije abraiy Enoac 
Te Kai Vypac. 

q L. 5. adv. Heres. c.2. Ex quibus augetur et consistit carnis nostree 
substantia. [vol. 1. p. 294. Venet. 1734. ] 

** Tbid. 1. 4. c. 34. Carnem que a corpore Domini et sanguine alitur. 
[p. 251. col. 1.] 
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rished by the body and. blood of our Lord, but adds: “As the 
bread that is from the earth, perceiving the Lord’s invocation, 
is not now common bread, but the eucharist, consisting of two 
things, an earthly and an heavenly,”’ &c.* Though not common 
bread, yet bread still, because else it would consist only of one 
thing, viz. Christ’s body, and no earthly thing besides. 

Origen :} “If every thing that enters into the mouth goes 
into the belly and is cast into the draught, then also the food 
that is sanctified by the word of God and prayer, as to the 
material part of it (which can be nothing but bread), goes into 
the belly, &c. but in respect of the prayer that is superadded 
—it becomes profitable, &c.{. Nor is it the matter of the 
bread, but the word that is said over it, that profits him that 
eats it not unworthily of the Lord.” 

Cyprian :§ ‘ We have found that it was a mixed cup which 
our Lord offered, and that it was wine which he called his 
blood.”’ 

Macarius :|| ‘‘ In the Church is offered bread and wine, the 
antitype of his flesh and blood, and they that are partakers of 
the visible bread, do spiritually eat the flesh of the Lord.’’ 

Epiphanius,{] in a place I before cited, speaking of the 
eucharist, says, ‘‘ that the bread is food, but the virtue that is 
in it, is for begetting life. It does not cease to be food, though 
the quickening power is all from the grace and Spirit of God 
in it.” 

St. Ambrose, speaking of the benediction of Asher, His 
bread is fat, &c. says, ‘‘ Christ gave this bread to the Apostles, 
to divide it among believing people; and now he gives it to us, 


* Quemadmodum qui est a terra panis, percipiens invocationem Do- 
mini, jam non communis panis est, sed Eucharistia ex duabus rebus con- 
stans, terrena et coelesti, &c. [Ibid. col. 2.] 

¢ Comm. in Matth. 15. v. 15. p. 254. Edit. Huet. [vol. 3. p. 499. 
Par. 1740.] — Kai 76 aytaZépuevoyv Bodpa dud AOyoU Seov Kat év- 
review, Kat avTd piv TO brUKOY eic THY KoLNiaYy YwpEi, Kai Eig ade- 
Op@va éxBadXerat. 

t Kai ody 7) bAN TOU doToV, AN’ 6 ém’ adr~ Etonpévog Oyog éoriv 
6 wherwv Tov jun avaking Tov Kupiov écSiovra abroy. [Ibid. p. 500. ] 

§ Epist. ad Cecilium, 1. 2. Ep. 3. alias 63. Invenimus calicem mix- 
tum fuisse quem Dominus obtulit, et vinum fuisse quod sanguinem suum 
dixit. [p. 228. Venet. 1728.] 

|| Homil. 27. “Ev ry éxkAnoig mpocpéperat aprog Kai oivoc, avri- 
TuToY Tic capkdc avTou Kai TOU aiwaroc, Kai ot peradhapBavorrTec éK 
TOU HParvopévov doTOV, TYEVPATIKHS THY CapKa TOU Kuptov éaSiovoL. 

- § Im Compend. Fidei. Kai Bodowe piv 6 doroc, 9 0& Sbvapig év 
avrT@ cic Zwoydvnow. (vol. 1. p. 1098. Colon. Ste 
O 
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when as the priest daily consecrates with his words. This 
bread is made to be the food of saints.’’* 

St. Austin:+ ‘We only call that the body and blood of 
Christ, which being taken from the fruits of the earth, and 
consecrated by mystical prayer, we rightly receive to our 
spiritual health in memory of our Lord’s passion. Which, 
when it is by the hands of men brought to that visible sub- 
stance, is not sanctified to become so great a sacrament, unless 
the Spirit of God invisibly operate.” 

Again :{ “Bread made for this purpose is consumed in 
receiving the sacrament. But it is neither received nor con- 
sumed till it be consecrated, nor then but when eaten.”’ 

And again elsewhere :§ ‘‘ The eucharist is our daily bread ; 
but let us so receive it, that we may not only have refreshment 
for our bellies, but for our minds.” 

Upon this account it is, that looking upon the sacrament as 
a refreshing food to our bodies (as St. Austin here speaks), the 
ancients believed, that by partaking of the eucharist, they 
broke their fasts; this appears beyond all question in what 
Tertullian says ;|| who in resolving a doubt that troubled some 
minds, what they should do, when it happened that by a pri- 
vate vow they undertook a strict fast (which obliged them not 
to take any refreshment till evening), and this fell out upon a 
station day (which was usually Wednesdays and Fridays), when 
the fast was ended at three o’clock by receiving the com- 
munion. ‘Most think,” says he, “that on the station days 
they ought not to be present at the prayers of the sacrifices 


* De Benedict. Patriarch. c. 9. Hunc panem dedit Apostolis, ut divi- 
derent populo credentium, hodiéque dat nobis eum, quum ipse quotidié 
sacerdos consecrat suis verbis. Hic panis factus est esca Sanctorum, 
[vol. 1. p. 524. Par. 1686.] 

+ L. 3. de Trin. c. 4. Corpus Christi et sanguinem dicimus illud tan- 
tum, quod ex frugibus terre acceptum et prece mystica consecratum, rite 
sumimus ,ad salutem spiritualem in memoriam pro nobis Dominice Pas- 
sionis; quod cum per manus hominum ad illam visibilem speciem perdu- 
citur, non sanctificatur ut sit tam magnum Sacramentum, nisi operante 
invisibiliter Spiritu Dei. [vol. 8. p. 1225. Par. 1837.] 

¢ Idem. Ibid. c. 10. Panis ad hoc factus in accipiendo Sacramento 
consumitur, [p. 1232.] 

§ Serm. 9. de Divers. cap. 7. Eucharistia panis noster quotidianus 
est; sed sic accipiamus illum, ut non solum ventre sed et mente reficia- 
mur. [Ibid. vol. 5. p. 478. ] 

| Lib. de Orat.:c. 14. ad finem. Stationum diebus non putant ple~- 
rique sacrificiorum orationibus interveniendum, quod statio solvenda sit 
accepto corpore Dominico. {Op. par. 2. p. 10. Lips. 1839.] 
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(when the eucharist was administered), because the fast was 
broken upon receiving the Lord’s body.’ Tertullian excepts 
not against this reason, but grants it, and finds out such an ex- 
pedient as would be counted ridiculous in the Roman Church 
(where this of the sacrament’s breaking the fast is not be- 
lieved) which is, to be present, and to take the sacrament, and 
reserve it to be eaten at night. 

** By receiving the Lord’s body,” says he,* ‘and. reserving 
it, both is solved, both the partaking of the sacrifice (7. e. of 
the eucharist given at three o’clock), and the execution of their 
duty,” (he means of fasting till evening, according to their 
vow, and eating the sacrament then, and not before.) But to 
proceed with our testimonies. 

Hesychius :+ ‘‘ God therefore commanded flesh to be eaten 
with bread, that we might understand, that that mystery (viz. 
the eucharist) was spoken of by him, which is both bread and 
flesh, as the body of Christ the living bread that descended 
from heaven.’ It can be only bread and flesh in our way, for 
in that of transubstantiation it is only flesh and no bread. 

St. Austin:{ “Of the very bread Judas and Peter both 
took a part, and yet what society, what agreement, what part 
has Peter with Judas?” 

Again :§ ‘The Fathers did eat the same spiritual meat with 
us, but the corporeal was different ; they did eat manna, we 
another thing (he means bread)—and they all drank the same 
spiritual drink, they one thing, we another, another as to the: 
sei substance, but in spiritual virtue signifying the same: 
thing.” 

And again elsewhere: “ Behold, while faith remains the 

same, the signs are varied.. There (in the wilderness) the rock. 


* Accepto corpore Dominico et reservato, utrumque salvum est, et par-- 
ticipatio Sacrificii et executio officii. { Ibid. ] 

+ In Levit. 1. 2. c. 8. Propterea carnes cum. panibus comedi przci- 
piens, ut nos intelligeremus illud ab eo mysterium dici, quod simul panis 
et caro est, sicut Corpus Christi panis vivi qui de coelo descendit. 

_ $ Lib. cont. Donatist. c. 6. De ipso pane et de ipsa Dominica manu, 
et Judas partem et Petrus accepit; et tamen que, societas, que conso- 
nantia, que pars Petri cum Juda? [ut supra, vol. 9. p. 982. ] 

§ Id. Tract. in Joan. 26. Patres manducaverunt spiritualem utique 
eandem (escam) non corporalem alteram, quia illi Manna, nos aliud ——et 
omnes eundem potum spiritualem biberunt, aliud illi, aliud nos, sed specie 
visibili quidem, tamen hoc idem significante virtute spirituali. [Ibid. vol. 3. 
p- 1984.] 
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was Christ ; to us that which is placed on the altar (wiz. bread) 
is Christ ; and they drank the water that flowed from the rock 
for a great sacrament of the same Christ ; what we drink the 
faithful know (viz. wine), if you regard the visible substance, 
it is another thing; if the spiritual signification, they drank 
the same spiritual drink.’’* 

Again, in another place :+ ‘“‘ We have received to-day the 
visible food ; but the sacrament is one thing, and the virtue of 
the sacrament is another.” 

That which he calls here cibus visibilis (the visible food), 
a little after St. Austin calls it visibile sacramentum (a visible 
sacrament), where he distmguishes this again from the virtus 
sacramenti (the virtue of the sacrament), so that the visible 
food, and the visible sacrament, with him are the same. 

I have already produced the testimonies (vid. chap. 8. 
observ. 5) where the Fathers make what is distributed in the 
eucharist to be without life or sense; which can be true of 
nothing else but of the bread and wine. So that unless we 
make them distribute what they had not consecrated, the bread 
and wine must remain after consecration. 

The same is also evidently proved from another common 
assertion of the Fathers, that Christ offered the same oblation 
with Melchizedek. 

St. Cyprian :{ ‘“‘ Who was more a priest of the most high 
God, than our Lord Jesus Christ, who offered a sacrifice to 
God the Father, and offered this same that Melchizedek had 
offered, that is bread and wine, to wit, his body and blood ?’ 
Which indeed the wine and bread was by representation, but 
if you understand this of proper flesh and blood offered in the 
eucharist, then it is not the same oblation with that of 
Melchizedek. 


* Jd. Tract. 45.in Joan. Videte ergo, fide manente, signa variata. 
Tbi Petra Christus, nobis Christus quod in altari ponitur; et illi pro 
magno Sacramento ejusdem Christi biberunt aquam profluentem de Petra, 
nos quid bibamus norunt fideles. Si speciem visibilem intendas, aliud 
est ; si intelligibilem significationem, eundem potum spiritualem biberunt. 
{Ibid. p. 2132.] 

+ Tract. 26. in Joan. Nam et nos hodie accepimus visibilem cibum ; 
sed aliud est Sacramentum, aliud est virtus Sacramenti. [Ibid. p. 1983.] 

¢ Lib. 2.-Epist. 3. Quis magis sacerdos Dei summi, quam Dominus 
noster Jesus Christus, qui Sacrificium Deo Patri obtulit, et obtulit hoc 
- idem quod Melchisedec obtulerat, id est, panem et vinum, suum scilicet 
corpus et sanguinem ? [p. 226. Venet. 1728.] 
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Isidore Peleusiota:* ‘“ Melchizedek performed his sacred 
office in bread and wine, by which he foresignified the type of 
the divine mysteries.” 

Eusebius :- ‘‘ For as he (Melchizedek) being a priest of the 
Gentiles, never seems to have made use of bodily sacrifices, but 
blessed Abraham only in bread and wine: after the same man- 
ner also, first our Lord and Saviour himself, then all the priests 
that derive from him, performing in all nations their spiritual 
function according to the ecclesiastical sanctions, by bread and 
wine do express the mysteries of his body and saving blood, 
Melchizedek having foreseen these things by a Divine Spirit, 
and having used before these images of future things.” 

St. Jerome :{ ‘ Melchizedek by bread and wine, which is 
a simple and a pure sacrifice, did dedicate Christ’s sacrament.” 

St. Austin :§ ‘‘Melchizedek, bringing forth the sacrament 
of the Lord’s Supper (7. e. bread and wine), knew how to figure 
Christ’s eternal priesthood.” 

Again upon these words, || “‘ Thou art a priest for ever,’’ &. 
He adds, “‘ Since now there is nowhere any priesthood or sacri- 
fice, according to the order of Aaron ; and that is everywhere 
offered under Christ the Priest, which Melchizedek brought 
forth when he blessed Abraham.”’ 

In many other places St. Austin says the same. 

Arnobius :{[ “Christ by the mystery of bread and wine, is 
made a priest for ever.’ 


* Lib. 1. Epist. 431. ad Pallad. Medyuoedix doTrw kai oivw lepa- 
Tevov, Ov OY THY Seiwy pvoTnpiwy Tposcnpave TUTOY. [p. 110. Par. 
1638.] 

+ Lib. 5. Dem. Evang. c. 3. “Qomep ixetvoc (Melchisedeck) tspede 
tOvay rvyxavwrv, obdapod daiverae Svoiate cwparucaic Kexonpévoc, 
oiyp O& pov Kai dorw roy’ ABoaap sidoydv Tov abroy dé TOOTOY, 
&e.—oivy kai apr, Tov TE copatoe adbrod Kai Tod cwTNotoV atparog 
aivirrovrat Ta pvoTHota, ToU Medyeoedéi« TravTa wvebdpare Yelp Tpo- 
reOewonkdroc, Kal THY peddOvTwy Taic Eikdor TOOKEXONMEVOV. [p. 223. 
Colon. 1688. ] 

+ Epist. ad Evagrium. Melchisedee pane et vino, simplici puroque 
sacrificio, Christi dedicaverit Sacramentum. 

§ Epist. 95. Melchisedec prolato Sacramento coene Dominice novit 
eeternum ejus sacerdotium figurare. [ut supra, vol. 2. p. 935.] 

| L. 17. de Civit. Dei, c. 17.—Ex eo quod jam nusquam est Sacerdotium 
et Sacrificium secundum ordinem Aaron, et ubique offertur sub sacerdote 
Christo, quod protulit Melchisedec, quando benedixit Abraham. [Ibid. 
vol. 7. p. 760. | 

q In Psal. 109. Christus per mysterium panis et vini factus est sacerdos 
in eeternum. [Max. Biblioth. Vet. Patr. vol. 8. p. 301. Lugd. 1677.] 
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St. Chrysostom :* ‘ Why did he say, a priest after the 
order of Melchizedek ? Even because of the mysteries, be- 
cause he also brought out bread and wine to Abraham.” 

Isidore of Seville :+ ‘* Let us not offer the victims of beasts 
according to Aaron, but let us offer in sacrifice the oblation of 
bread and wine, that is the sacrament of Christ’s body and 
blood.” 

Bede :t ‘‘ Our Redeemer is therefore called a priest, after 
the order of Melchizedek, because, taking away the legal 
sacrifices, he instituted the same kind of sacrifice (viz. bread 
and wine) should be offered under the New Testament, for the 
mystery of his body and blood.” 

What the Scriptures acquaint us with, that after the blessing 
of the bread, Christ brake it and gave it to his disciples, is 
also insisted on by the Fathers as done in the eucharist, in 
order to the distributing of it to the receivers. 

But Bellarmine says expressly,§ ‘‘That our breaking is not 
made for distribution, but to signify a certain mystery.” 
Therefore in the Roman Church, that which they give in the 
sacrament to the people is whole, and not broken off from any 
other thing. Wherein they differ from the Fathers, for their 
eucharist was what the Apostles call breaking of bread, Acts i. 
46, and the Jesuit Lorinus|| upon that place observes, “that 
it was the manner of the Primitive Church, to make one loaf, 
and when they had consecrated it, to break it into so many 
parts as there were communicants, as Christ also did in his 
supper.’ And thus it is 1 Cor.x.17: ‘* There is one bread, 
&c. and we being many are one body, for we all partake of one 
bread.” 

This fraction, though the Fathers express it as if it were 


* Comment. in Psal. 110. vel 109. — kai did rad pvorngsa, bre 
KgKeivoc doTroy Kai oivoy rpoonveyxe TH ’ABoaap. [vol. 5. p. 314. 
Par. 1836.] 

+ In Genesin, cap. 12. Non secundum Aaron pecudum victimas, sed 
oblationem panis et vini, id est, corporis et sanguinis ejus Sacramentum 
in Sacrificium offeramus. [p. 291. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 

t Hom. de 55. in Vigil. S. Jo. Bapt. Redemptor noster ideo sacerdos 
esse dicitur secundum ordinem Melchisedec, quia, ablatis victimis legalibus, 
idem sacrificii genus in mysterium sui corporis et sanguinis in N. Testa- 
mento offerendum instituit. [vol. 7. p. 96. Colon. Agr. 1617. ] 

§ L. 1. de Missa, c. 27. Nostra fractio non fit ad distribuendum, sed 
ad certum mysterium significandum. 

|| Lorinus in Act. 2. v. 46. Panem unum conficere, atque illum con- 
secratum in tot partes frangere, quot erant ¢ommunicantes, sicut et 
Christus in coena fecit. 
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done to the proper body of Christ, yet they mean it only of 
the bread that represents it; and therefore that must remain, 
for there is nothing else to be broken. 

When therefore St. Chrysostom says,* ‘ that upon the cross 
a bone of him was not broken, but what Christ did not suffer 
upon the cross, that he suffers in the oblation for thy sake, 
and suffers himself to be broken, that he may fill us all:’’ this 
cannot be meant of any thing but what represents his body 
torn and rent, viz. bread. 

So St. Austin} speaks of that upon the Lord’s table, which 
is blessed and sanctified, and broke in small pieces to be distri- 
buted. Which can be only bread. 

And this elsewheret he expresses more plainly: ‘‘ Paul,” 
says he, ‘broke bread that night, as it is broken in the sacra- 
ment of the body of Christ.” 

Again St. Austin thus exhorts:§ ‘Let us eat Christ ; he 
lives though eaten, for he arose though slain. Neither when 
we eat him, do we make parts of him; so indeed we do in the 
sacrament, and the faithful know how they eat the flesh of 
Christ (there). Every one takes a part,” &c. 

This is a very remarkable testimony, because of the dis- 
tinction he makes between Christ’s proper body, and that in 
the eucharist, affirming quite different things of them, as this 
of taking and eating a part, which is only true of the bread. 
For as for the true body of Christ, we are informed by another, 

Chrysologus :|| ‘“‘ Christ cannot be eaten and divided. He 
is taken whole of believers, heis received whole in the mouth 
of the heart.”’ 

I will conclude this chapter with the sayings of three great 
persons among the Fathers, who positively assert what I have 
been proving, that the bread and wine remain in the eucharist. 


* Hom. 24. in 1 Cor. tom. 3. Edit. Savil. p. 397.— AAN brep odbc 
éraQey éixi rov oravpov, rovTo madoyet Emi THe To0TdopaG Oia ot, 
kal avexerar Ovakhwpevoc, tva wavrTac éumAnoy. [vol. 10. p. 250. 
Par. 1837.] 

+ Epist. 59.—Et ad distribuendum comminuitur. [Epist. 149. vol. 3. 
p. 761. Par. 1836. ] 

+ Epist. 86.—Sicut frangitur in Sacramento Corporis Christi. [Epist. 
36. ibid. p. 117.] 

§ August. apud Bedam in 1 Cor. 11. Manducemus Christum ; vivit 
manducatus, quia surrexit occisus: nec quando manducamus, partes de 
illo facimus, et quidem in Sacramento id fit; et norunt fideles, quemad- 
modum manducent carnem Christi, mnusquisque accipit partem, &c. 

|| Serm. 159. Non potest Christus edi et dividi. Integer a credentibus 
sumitur, integer in ore cordis recipitur. 
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St. Chrysostom,* who says expressly, “When our Lord 
delivered the mysteries, he delivered wine.” 

St. Austin:+ ‘To eat bread is the sacrifice of Christians in 
the New Testament.”’ 

Fulgentius :{ ‘‘ Now, that is, in the time of the New Testa- 
ment, the holy catholic Church, throughout the whole earth, 
does not cease to offer in faith and charity, the sacrifice of 
bread and wine to Christ, with the Father and Holy Spirit, 
who have one divinity together with him.” 


CHAP. XI. 
THE ELEVENTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers make the bread and wine to be the sacrament, 
sign, figure, type, antitype, image, Sc. of Christ's body 
and blood. They of the Church of Rome make either the 
accidents subsisting without a subject, or the body of Christ 
latent under those accidents, to be the sacrament, sign, 
Jigure, §c. and not the substance of bread and wine, which 
they say is abolished. Therefore they have no sacrament 
such as the Fathers assert. 


I micut give in here a very large collection out of the 
Fathers, calling the bread and wine by all tbose names above 
mentioned ; but to avoid tediousness, I shall only select some 
few of them (enow to prove the truth of what I have asserted) 
under the several heads. 

St. Ambrose :§ ‘ It is the true flesh of Christ that was buried; 
therefore it (viz. the eucharist) is truly the sacrament of his 
flesh.” 


* Hom. 83. in Matth. ‘Hvica rd pvorioa raptdwKev, oivoy 
mapédwke. [vol. 7. p. 885. Par. 1836.] 

+ De Civ. Dei, lib. 17. cap. 5. Manducare panem, est in N. Testa- 
mento sacrificium Christianorum. [ut supra, vol. 7. p. 740.] 

¢ De fide ad Petrum, cap. 19. Christo nunc, id est, tempore N. Testa- 
menti, cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto, cum quibus una est illi Divinitas, 
Sacrifictum panis et vini in fide et charitate Sancta Ecclesia Catholica per 
universum orbem terre offerre non cessat. [Inter Augustin. Oper. vol. 6. 
Append. p. 1128. Par. 1837. ] 

§ De iis qui initiant. c. 9. Vera utique caro Christi, que crucifixa est, 
que sepulta est, vere ergo carnis illius est Sacramentum. [vol. 2. p. 339. 
Par. 1690.] 
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St. Austin :* ‘ How is the bread his body, and the cup, or 
what the cup contains, his blood? These, brethren, are there- 
fore called sacraments, because in them we see one thing, and 
understand another.” 

Again :}+ ‘‘ When the Lord came to the supper, wherein he 
commended the sacrament of his body and blood.” 

Facundus :{‘‘ Christ’s faithful ones, receiving the sacrament 
of his body and blood, are rightly said to receive his body and 
blood.’’ And he had said before, ‘‘ Not that the bread is 
properly his body, and the cup his blood, but because they 
contain in them the mystery of his body and blood.” 

Isidore, $ speaking of the bread and wine, says, ‘ These two 
are visible, but being sanctified by the Holy Spirit they pass 
into a sacrament of his divine body.” 

They call them also symbols. 

Origen,|| having discoursed (as we heard before) of the 
eucharist, concludes thus: ‘Thus much may suffice con- 
cerning the typical and symbolical body.”’ And distinguishes 
it from the Word that was made flesh, which he calls true food. 

Eusebius :{] ‘‘ Having received a command to celebrate the 
memory of this sacrifice upon the table, by the symbols of his 
body and saving blood, according to the ordinances of the 
New Testament.” 

Theodoret,** not only in the large testimony produced out of 


* Serm. ad recen. Baptiz. Quomodo est panis corpus ejus, et calix, vel 
quod habet calix, sanguis ejus? Ista, fratres, ideo dicuntur Sacramenta, 
quia in iis aliud videtur, aliud intelligitur. [Serm. 272. ut supra, vol. 5. 
p. 1614.] 

+ In Psal. 68. cone. 1. Cum veniret Dominus ad coenam, qua com- 
mendavit Sacramentum corporis et sanguinis sui. [Tbid. vol. 4. p. 985.] 

t Defens. 3. capit. 1. 9. Christi fideles Sacramentum corporis et san- 
guinis ejus accipientes, corpus et sanguinem Christi recte dicuntur accipere 
—non quod proprié corpus ejus sit panis, et poculum sanguis, sed quod 
in se mysterium corporis sanguinisque contineant. 

§ De Offic. Eccles. 1. 1. c. 18. Hee duo sunt visibilia, sanctificata 
autem per Spiritum Sanctum in Sacramentum Divini Corporis transeunt. 
[p- 395. col. 2. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 

| Comm. in Matth. 15. Kai ravra epi rurikod Kai cvpBoruKod 
owparoc. [vol. 3. p. 500. Par. 1740.] 

{ Dem. Evang. 1. 1. cap.10. Totrov rod Siparog thy pynpny éxi 
tpanmélne éxredsivy did ovpBdr\ov Tov Te cHparog atTov, Kat Tow 
TWTHPioV aiparog KaTa Yecpodve TG Kawwic dvabhene TapEdrngorec 
&c. [p. 39. Colon. 1688. ] 

** Comm. in 1 Cor. 13. "Ev 7@ wavayiy Barriopare rov TUToV 
OpGpev Tic advacrdoewc, Tore O& adryv dbwpeOa THY avacracw 
"Evrai0a ra obpPora Tov decroriKod Yewpeda coparoc, ékei Ot abrov 
opwopeOa tov seordrny. [vol. 3. p. 255. Hal. 1771.] 
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him in the last chapter, calls the bread and wine the symbols 
of Christ’s body and blood, but says thus elsewhere: ‘“ In the 
most holy baptism we see a type of the resurrection, then we 
shall see the resurrection itself. Now we see the symbols of 
the Lord’s body, there we shall see the Lord himself.” 

They call them signs. 

St. Austin :* “Our Lord did not doubt to say, This is my 
body, when he gave the sign of his body.” 

St. Ambrose,t of the bread: ‘Before the benediction of 
the heavenly words, another species is named, after the conse- 
cration the body of Christ is signified.”’ 

St. Cyprian :t ‘‘ Neither can the blood of Christ, whereby 
we are redeemed and quickened, be seen to be in the cup, 
when wine is wanting in the cup, whereby the blood of Christ 
is shewn.” Speaking against those that used only water. 

Tertullian :§ ‘Neither did he reject bread, whereby he 
represents his own body.” 

St. Jerome :|| ‘‘ Christ,” says he, ‘‘ took bread that comforts 
man’s heart, and proceeded to the true sacrament of the 
passover, that like as Melchizedek the priest of the High 
God had done, when he offered bread and wine, so he also 
might represent the truth of his body and blood.” 

It is a very trifling objection that our adversaries make both 
to this and the former testimony in Tertullian, that the word 
representare (to represent) signifies very often to exhibit a 
thing, and make it present ; for though it should be granted, 
it would not help their cause, since they both say, that it is 
bread that represents his body, which therefore must remain, 
since that which is not, cannot act any thing: but then I add, 
that though in some cases to represent is to exhibit, yet never 
in the case of sacraments and signs, for their essence consists 


* Contr. Adimant. c. 12. Non dubitavit Dominus dicere, Hoc est 
Corpus meum, cum daret signum corporis sui. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 224.] 


+ De iis qui init. c. 9. Ante benedictionem verborum ccelestium alia . 


species nominatur, post consecrationem Corpus Christi significatur. [vol. 
2. p. 339. Par. 1690.] 

¢ Nec potest videri sanguis ejus, quo redempti et vivificati sumus, esse 
in calice, quim vinum desit calici, quo Christi sanguis ostenditur. Epist. 
ad Cecilium. [Epist. 63. p. 225. Venet. 1728. ] 

§ L. 1. adv. Marcion. Nec panem reprobavit, quo ipsum Corpus suum 
repreesentat. 

|| In Matth. 26.—Ut quomodo in preefiguratione ejus Melchisedec 
summi Dei sacerdos panem et vinum offerens fecerat, ipse quoque veri- 


tatem sui corporis et sanguinis representaret. [vol. 7. p. 216. Veron. 
1738°] 


i 
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in signification, therefore their representation as signs, must be 
to denote and shew rather something absent which they 
represent, than to make it present. 

They call them also types. 

Cyril of Jerus. :* ‘“‘ He bids us receive the bread and wine 
with all certainty, as the body and blood of Christ ; for in the 
type of the bread his body is given to thee, and in the type of 
wine his blood.” 

Greg. Nazianzen :} “We shall receive the passover now in a 
type still, though more clear than that of the old law (for the 
legal passover, I am bold to say it, was an obscure type of a 
type), but within a while we shall receive it more perfect and 
more pure.” 

St. Jeromeft upon those words of Jeremiah xxxi: “‘ They 
shall flow unto the goodness of the Lord, for wheat, and wine 
and oil,’ adds, ‘‘ Of whichis made the Lord’s bread, and the 
type of his blood is filled, and the blessing of sanctification is 
shewn.”’ 

Theodoret calls the eucharist,§ ‘‘the venerable and saving 
type of Christ’s body.” 

Another name is antitypes, signifying the same with the 
former. 

Author Constitutionum|| under the name of Clemens 
Roman. : “ Christ delivered to us the mysteries which are anti- 
types of his precious body and blood.” 

Again: ‘ O our Father, we give thee thanks for the precious 
blood of Jesus Christ shed for us, and for his precious body, 
of which we celebrate these antitypes.”’ 

Eustathius of Antioch, expounding those words, ‘‘ Eat my 
bread, and drink the wine that I have mingled,” says, “ He 


* Catech. Mystag. 4.—'Q¢ owparoc cai aiparog Xp.orow’ tv ror 
yao dprov diWorai oor cima, Kai tv rim oivov didorat 7d aipa. 
[p. 320. Venet. 1763. ] 

+ In Pasch. Orat. 43. Ed. Basil. Gr. MeradnpopeOa dé tov raoxya 
poy piv rumikiic Ett, Kal et TOU TadaLov yupvdrEepoy (TO yap vomtKOY 
Ildoya, roApo o& Néyetv, TUTOV TiTog HY apvdpdrEpOC) pLKpOY Ce 
boreooy Tedetorepoy Kai KaSapwrepoy. [Orat. 42. vol. 1. p. 692. 
Par. 1630.] 

t In Jerem. 31. — De quo conficitur panis Domini, et sanguinis ejus 
impletur typus, et benedictio sanctificationis ostenditur. [ut supra, vol. 4. 
p. 1063.] 

§ Dialog. 3.—Tovrov rirov cerroy Kai cwrnotor. 

| Lib. 5. cap. 13.—Ilapadidoug npiy ra avritrura puornpta Tow 
Timiov TWpaTog Kai aiparoc. . 

9 Lib. 7. c. 26. — kai rov ripiov awparog, ov Kat aytiruna ravra 
sacredovper. 
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speaks these things, by bread and wine preaching the antitypes 
of Christ’s bodily members.’’* 

Macarius :+ ‘‘ In the Church is offered bread and wine, the 
antitype of Christ’s flesh and blood.” 

Greg. Nazianzen,{ telling the story how his sister Gorgonia 
was cured of a desperate malady, by applying the sacrament 
mixed with tears to her body, he expresses it thus:¢ ‘* Whatso- 
ever of the antitypes of the precious body and blood of Christ, 
her hand had treasured up,” &c. 

Cyril of Jerusalem :|| ‘‘ When they taste, they are not re- 
quired to taste bread and wine (7. e. not these alone), but the 
antitype of Christ’s body and blood.” 

Theodoret, (as we heard before) calls the divine myste- 
ries, “‘ the antitypes of the true body of Christ.” . 

And in another place he says:** “Ifthe Lord’s flesh be 
changed into the nature of the divinity, wherefore do they 
receive the antitypes of his body, for the type is superfluous 
(you see type and antitype signify the same) when the truth 
is taken away.” 

Theodotus of Antioch} says: ‘‘ As the king himself and his 
image are not two kings, neither are these two bodies, viz. 
the body of Christ personally existing in the heavens, and the 
bread, the antitype of it, which is delivered in the Church by 
the priests to the faithful.” 

They call it a figure. 

Tertullian :{{ “Calling bread his body, that thou mayest 


* In Proverb. 9. citat. in Conc. Nic. 2. Act. 6. Ta 0& dnot dua row 
oivov Kai TOU doTOV Ta avTiTrUTa THY CwpyaTLiKwY TOV XpLoroU 
KNOUTTEL WELwY. 

+ Homil. 27. ’Ev 7 "Exedy ote ToocpepeTat apToc Kal olvoc, 
avrirvTroy THe cupko0¢e avTov Kai Tov aiparoe. 

¢ Orat. 11. [ut supra, p. 187.] 

§ Kirov rte Tov avritbTwy TOV Timiov CwpaToe T TOU aiparog 4 
yelp Onoavoucer, &c. ies J 

|| Catech. Mystag. 5. Tevdpevor yap OvK dorou Kai olvou Kedev- 
ovrar yevoacdat, AAG avTiTiTOU CHmaToO’E Kai aipatog TOU Kovorod. 
[ut supra, p. 331.] 

{ Dialog. 2. Tov dvrwe caparog avriruma. [vol. 4. p. 125. Hal. 
1772.) 

id Recapit. in fine Dialog. 3. — Tod On) xapuw peradapBavovort TOY 
AYTLTUTWY TOU TWpMATOg, TEPLTTOG yao 6 TUTOG ayyonmMEYNeC THE aGdAN- 
Qeiac. [Tbid. p. 269.] 

tt Citante Bulingero adv. Casaub. p. 166. — Ov0E ovo TUPAT Ct, aire 
TO Xpiorov capa évuToorarov év ovpavoic by, kal 6 TOUTOV avrirumog 
adoro ty écxAnolate Tapa THY Lepewy Oradiddpsvog Tote TLOTOIC. 

tt Lib. 3.adv. Marcion. Panem corpus suum appellans, ut hine etiam 
intelligas corporis sui figuram pani dedisse. 
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thence understand that he gave to the bread the figure of his 
body.” 

ree. :* ‘The bread which he took and distributed to his 
disciples, he made it his body, saymg, This is my body, 
that is, the figure of my body.” 

Ephrem Syrus:f ‘‘ Diligently consider, how Christ taking 
bread in his hands, blessed and brake it, for a figure of his im- 
maculate body, and also blessed and gave the cup to his 
disciples, for a figure of his precious blood.” 

St. Austin :{ ‘‘ He admitted Judas to the banquet, in which 
he commended and delivered to his disciples the figure of his 
body and blood.” 

Bede§ also says the same: “ Neither did Christ exclude 
Judas from the most holy supper, in which he delivered to his 
disciples the figure of his most holy body and blood.” 

And elsewhere :|| ‘“‘Christ instead of the flesh or blood of a 
lamb, substituting the sacrament in the figure of bread and 
wine, shewed that it was he, to whom the Lord sware, Thou 
art a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek.” 

The words of the Ambrosian Office are very remarkable, as 
they are set down by the author of the Book of Sacraments 
under his name, where he asks this question : 

4/“« Wouldst thou know that the eucharist is consecrated by 
heavenly words? Hear then what the words are. The priest 


* Lib. 4. adv. Marcion. c. 40. Acceptum panem et distributum disci- 
pulis, corpus suum illum fecit, Hoc est corpus meum, dicendo, id est, 
figura corporis mei. 

+ Tract. de Nat. Dei curiose non scrutanda. Diligenter intuere, quo- 
modo in manibus panem accipiens, benedixit et fregit in figuram imma- 
culati corporis sui, calicemque in figuram pretiosi sanguinis sui benedixit, 
deditque discipulis suis. 

+ In Psal. 3. Adhibuit (Judam) ad convivium, in quo corporis et san- 
guinis sui figuram discipulis commendavit et tradidit. [vol. 4. p. 9. 
Par. 1835. ] 

§ In Psal.3. Nec & Sacratissima coena, in qua figuram Sacrosancti 
corporis sanguinisque suis discipulis tradidit, ipsum (sc. Judam) exclusit. 
[vol. 8. p. 323. Colon. Agr. 1688. ] 

|| In Luc. 22. Pro agni carne vel sanguine sue carnis sanguinisque 
Sacramentum in panis et vini figura substituens, ipsum se esse monstraret, 
cui juravit Dominus, Tu es sacerdos in eternum secundum Ordinem 
Melchisedec. 

q Lib. 4. de Sacram. c. 5. in initio. ' Vis scire quia verbis coelestibus 
consecratur ? Accipe que sint verba. Dicit sacerdos, Fac nobis, inquit, 
hanc oblationem ascriptam, rationabilem, acceptabilem, quod est Figura 
corporis et sanguinis Domini nostri Jesu Christi, &c. [vol. 2. p. 372. 
Par. 1690.] 
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says, Make this oblation to us allowable, rational, acceptable, 
which is the figure of the body and blood of our Lord Jesus 
Christ,” &ec. 

This prayer thus expressed in this Office, signifies more than 
all that can be cited against us out of these books ; and indeed 
they were too plain to be continued, when transubstantiation 
was believed in the Roman Church, and therefore in the 
present canon of the mass they are changed, and instead of 
Figura Corporis, they now read, Fiat nobis Corpus, &c. 

Lastly, The Fathers call the bread and wine in the eucha- 
rist, the image of Christ's body. 

Eusebius:* “Christ,” says he, “delivered to his disciples 
the symbols of his divine ceconomy, requiring them to make an 
image of his body.” 

Gelasius:+ “Surely the image and similitude of the body 
and blood of Christ are celebrated in the action of the mys- 
teries. It is evidently therefore shewn to us, that we must 
think of our Lord Christ the same, which we profess, celebrate, 
and take in his image,” &c. 

Procopius of Gaza, t expounding these words spoken of 
Judah, ‘His eyes shall be red with wine, and his teeth white 
with milk,’’ (Gen. xlix. 12.) he applies it to the eucharist, and 
that gladness which is obtained by the mystical wine which 
Christ first tasted, and bade his disciples take and drink ; and 
the milk may signify the purity ofthe mystical food,§ “for he 
gave the image of his own body to his disciples, no longer 
requiring the bloody sacrifices of the law, and by the white 
teeth he denoted the purity of the bread by which we are 
nourished.” 

Author Dialog. adv. Marcionitas inter Opera Origenis:|| 
“‘ If Christ, as the Marcionists say, was without flesh and with- 


* Lib. 8. Demon. Evang.—Tijv eikdva tov idtov cwyarog Totsio— 
Sat wapacedevopevoc. [p. 380. Colon. 1688.] 

+ Tract. de duabus Naturis. Certe Imago et Similitudo corporis et 
sanguinis Christi in actione mysteriorum celebrantur. Satis ergo nobis 
evidenter ostenditur, hoc nobis in ipso Christo Domino sentiendum, quod 
in ejus imagine profitemur, celebramus et sumimus, &c. 

t+ Comm. in 49. Genes. 

§ Dapidwee tixdva tov iiov caparog paOnraic, wnKéte Tag voptxdc 
cai Ov atphatwv Jvoiag TooclEpEevoc. Td Toivvy dprov rd Kabapoy Tg 
TpooHe Oud TOY AEvKGY dOdyTwWY 2OhrwoE, 

| Dialog. 3.—Tloiag capkdc, % Tivog swparoc,  Toiov aiparog 
sikovacg duovc, éversdAXeTO Toic paOynraig rHY avapyvynow avrov 
woutola, 
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out blood, of what flesh, or of what body or blood did he give 
the images, and commanded his disciples to make a remem- 
brance of him by ?” 

Synodus Constantinop. An. 754:* ‘“ The Fathers there 
eall the eucharist, the true image of Christ, and say afterwards 
—Christ commanded us to offer an image, a chosen matter, 
to wit, the substance of bread, not having a human figure, lest 
idolatry should be introduced.” : 

And again :¢ ‘It pleased him, that the bread of the eucha- 
rist, being the true image of his natural flesh, should be made 
a divine body, being sanctified by the coming of the Holy 
Ghost, the priest which makes the oblation intervening to make 
it holy, which before was common.” 

He that would have more testimonies of this kind, may con- 
sult Monsieur Blondel, in his Eelaircissements sur U0 Hucha- 
ristie, cap. 4. prop. 8. 

The Fathers also make two or three remarks, which add 
further strength to this argument. 

First remark. They not only make bread and wine to be 
the image, type, figure, &c. of Christ’s body crucified; but 
they also assert, that an image, figure, &c. cannot be the thing 
itself, of which it is an image and figure. 

Tertullian :{ ‘“‘The image cannot be every ways adequate to 
the truth ; for it is one thing to be according to truth, another 
to be the truth itself.” 

Athanasius :§ ‘‘ That which is like to another, is not that 
thing itself to which it is like.” 

Hilary :|| ‘‘ Neither is any one an image of himself.” 

St. Ambrose :{] ‘‘ None can ever have been an image of 
himself.”’ 


* In Concil. Nicen. 2. Act 6—T2yv aAn@h Tov Xororov eikdva.— 
OvTw Kat THY eixdva brAnY tEatpETor, Hyovy doTou ovbciay, TpocéTakey 
Tooshipecdar pr) OXNpaTiZovoay avOowrov poppy, tva py eldwdo- 
Larpéia Tapetoay Oy. 

+ Tov rijg sbyapioriac dptoy we aPevdy Eikdva Tic PvoiKC capKoc, 
Oid THC TOV aylov TvEtpaToc tEmipoiTHoEWS AyLtalopEvoY, JEiov oGpa 
EVOOKHOE yivecsat, sotTEvoVTO TOU éy peTEeviser EK TOV KOLVOU mpPdC 
TO dy.oyv THY Avagopay ToLoUpévon tEpéwe. 

¢ Cont. Marcion. 1. 2. c. 9. Imago veritati non usquequaque adz- 
quabitur; aliud enim est secundum veritatem esse, aliud ipsam veri- 
tatem esse. 

_ § Contr. Hypocr. Milet. To Opordy Tut, ovK éoTLY abTO ékEivo @ 
Opovovrat. : 

|| De Synodis. Neque enim sibi ipsi quisquam imago est. 

{ De Fide, 1. 1. cap. 4. Nemo potest sibi ipsi imago fuisse. [vol. 2. 
p- 453. Par. 1690.] 

VOL. IX. P 
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Gr. Nyssen:* ‘An image would be no longer such, if it 
were altogether the same with that of which it is an image.” 

St. Austin: :+ ‘What can be more absurd, than to be called 
an image with respect to one’s self?” 

Gaudentius :$ ‘A figure is not the truth, but an imitation 
of the truth.” 

Theodoret :§ “An image has the figures and lines, not the 
things themselves.” 

Cyril of Alexand. :|| ‘A type is not the truth, but rather 
imports the similitude of the truth.” 

Bertram :¥ ‘‘ A pledge and an image are of another thing ; 
that is, they do not look to themselves, but to something else.”’ 

This Epiphanius the deacon, ** in the second Council of Nice 
confesses, and therefore is fain to deny, that the eucharist is 
the image or antitype of Christ’s body; for, says he,++ “if (the 
eucharist) be an image of his body, it cannot be the divine 
body itself.’ 

Damascen also,t{ who was one of the first innovators in the 
matter of the eucharist, denies, that the bread and wine are a 
type or figure of Christ’s body and blood, but the very body 
and. blood itself; and that when the ancients call them dyrirura 
antitypes, they mean it is so before consecration of the elements, 
not after; which I have abundantly shewed, by foregoing tes- 
timonies in this chapter, to be false, and it is confessed by some 
of the Roman authors themselves. 

In a word, the Fathers make a sign to be inferior, and to 
fall short of the thing signified ; thus :— 

St. Chrysostom says,§§ ‘It is inferior to it, and so much 
the more, as a sign is below the thing of which it is a sign.” 


* De Anima et Resurrect. Ovd« éru yap dv eikwy, si Ov ardyTwy tin 
Travroy ékeEivy. Tra). 3. p. 196. Par. 1638.] 

+t De Trinit.1.7.c.1. Quid absurdius quam Imaginem ad se dici? 
[vol. 7. p. 1304. Par. 1837.} 

t In Exod. tract. 2. Figura non est veritas, sed imitatio veritatis. 

§ In Dan.1.2.c.2. ‘H sikwy oynpara, ob modypara tye. [vol. 2. 
p. 1091. Hal. 1770.] 

(|| In Amos. cap. 6. ‘O 0& réroc obk GANOEta, popdwow Oz paidoy 
Tipe adnOeiac eiogéper. [vol. 3. p. 315. Lutet. 1638. ] 

{ De Corp. et Sang. Domini. Pignus et imago alterius rei sunt, id est, 
non ad se, sed ad aliud aspiciunt. 

** In Concil. Nic. 2. Act. 6. 

tt Ed eikwy rov swpmarde tory, od« évdéyerar eivat abd 7d Seiov 
owua. 
tt De Orth. Fide, 1. 4.c, 14. 

§§ Hom. 8. in Epist. ad Roman. =pddpa auripc karadeeorépa, Kai 
TOOOVTOY, OGOY OnpEéLoY TOV TPayparoc OvTEp tore ONpELOY. 
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So also St. Jerome : (as we heard before) puts the body and 
blood of Christ in the eucharist, in the same rank, as to vener- 
ation, with holy chalices, veils, and other things that relate to 
the passion of our Lord. 

Second remark. ‘The Fathers assert, “that an image and 
type must visibly demonstrate that of which it is an image.” 

Origen :* “He that sees the image of a person, sees him of 
whom itis an image.” 

Marcellus Ancyr. apud Eusebium: ¢ “Images are demon- 
strative of those of whom they are images, so that by 
them he that is absent seems to appear.” 

Greg. Nyssen :t ‘The original is plainly seen in the like- 
ness of it.” 

Hilary :§ “It is necessary that an image should demonstrate 
him of whom it is an image.” 

Which plainly confutes those men’s fancies in the Church of 
Rome,|| who make Christ invisibly present in the eucharist, 
to be the sign of himself visibly sutfering upon the cross. 

For as Greg. Nyssen says, 4] “ How can a man form an idea 
of a visible thing from an invisible ?”’ 

And Tertullian laughs at it as ridiculous, when he says, ** 
*“No one that mtends to shew a man, brings in a helmet, or 
a vizard.”” Which, we know, hide him from our sight. 

Irenzeus says, ++ ‘A type is often different from the truth, 
according to the matter and substance of the type, but accord- 
ing to the habit and lineaments, it ought to keep likeness, and 
likewise by things present, shew those things that are not 
present.” 


* Hom. 1. in Genes. Qui viderit imaginem alicujus, videt eum cujus 
imago est. [vol. 2. p. 57. Par. 1733.] 

+ Lib. 1. cont. Marcel. c. 4. Ai eixdvec rotlrwy, wy siciy slkdvec, 
Kal arovrTwy Oeckrivat cio, Wore Kal TOY amévra Ov adToy patyEecdac 
doxeiv. [p. 24. Colon. 1688.] 

+ In Cant. Hom. 15. 6 dpyérumoy évapyic tv Ted miunpare Kabo- 
paodat. [ut supra, vol. 1. p. 695.] 

§ De Synodis. Eum cujus imago est, necesse est ut imago demonstret. 

|| Bellarm. de Euchar. 1. 2. cap. 15. ' 

q Lib. 1. cont. Eunom. Ide ik rov doparov ro oparoy Toinoerae 
KATAVONOLY ; 

** Lib. de Carne Christi, c. 11. Nemo ostendere volens hominem, cas- 
sidem aut personam introducit. 

{f+ L. 2. adv. Heres. c. 40. Typus secundum materiam et substan- 
tiam aliquoties 4 veritate diversus est. Secundum autem habitum et linea- 
mentum debet servare similitudinem, et similiter ostendere per preesentia, 
ea que non sunt presentia. [c. 23. vol. 1. p.149. col. 1. Venet. 1724.] 

P2 
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Third remark. ‘The Fathers plainly make the bread and 
wine in the eucharist, to be signs and symbols of Christ as 
absent.” 

St. Ambrose :* “ Here is the shadow, here the image, there 
(viz. in heaven) isthe truth. |The shadow is in the law, the 
image in the Gospel, the truth in heaven.” 

Again :+ “Ascend, O man, into heaven, and thou shalt 
see those things, of which there was here only a shadow or 
image.’ 

Maximus,t the interpreter of the spurious Dionysius, 
speaking of the bread and wine which he calls holy gifts, says, 
‘They are symbols of things above that are more true.” 

So again elsewhere he says,§ “The things of the old Law 
were a shadow, those of the New Testament were an image, 
but the state of the world to come isthe truth.” 

Theodoret :|| “After his coming there will be no more need 
of symbols (or signs), when the body itself appears.” 

I refer the reader to the testimonies produced before (chap. 
10. position 2.) out of St. Austin, Sedulius, Primasius, Bede, &c. 

I will conclude this chapter with a passage or two out of the 
prayers after the sacrament in the old Liturgy, used in Ber- 
tram’s time. 4] 

** We who have now received the pledge of eternal life, most 
humbly beseech thee to grant,** that we may be manifestly 
made partakers of that which we here receive in the image of 
the sacrament.” 

And thus afterwards in another prayer :++ “ Let thy sacra» 
ments work in us, O Lord, we beseech thee, those things which 


* Lib. 1. de Offic. cap. 48. Hic umbra, hic imago, illic veritas. Umbra 
in Lege, imago in Evangelio, veritas in Coelestibus. [ut supra, p. 63.] 

t+ In Psal. 38. Ascende ergo, homo, in coelum, et videbis ila quorum 
umbra hic erat vel imago. [Ibid. vol. 1. p. 853. ] 

t In cap. 1. Hierarch. Eccles. “Ayta dpa. LvpBora Tay avw 
kai adnOiywréowy. 

§ Incap. 3. ZKud yap Ta The wadadc, cixwy OE TA THO Kawihe 
OraOHKnc, adjOeca O& ) THY pedAbVTwWY KaTioTacte, 

| In 1 Cor. 11. 26. Mera yao 5) tiv ad’rod rapovoiay, ovK ere 
xpeia TOY oUMBdAWY TOV GHMaToC, a’TOU HPatvopévoY TOU CWMaATOE. 
[vol. 3. p. 238. Hal. 1771.] 

q V. Bertram. de Corp. et Sang. Christi prope finem. p.112. Edit. ult. 
Lat. Engl. 

** Ut quod in imagine contingimus Sacramenti, manifesta participatione 
sumamus. 

++ Ibid. p.114. Perficiant in nobis quesumus, Domine, tua Sacramenta 
qnod continent ; ut que nunc specie gerimus, rerum veritate capiamus. 
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they contain, that we may really be partakers of those things 
which now we celebrate in a figure.” 

Bertram comments upon these prayers in such passages as 
these: ‘* Whence it appears,” says he, “that this body and 
blood of Christ are the pledge and image of something to come, 
which is now only represented, but shall hereafter be plainly 
exhibited, — therefore it 1s one thing which is now celebrated, 
and another which shall hereafter be manifested.”? And after- 
wards (p. 115), ‘The prayer says, that these things are cele- 
brated in a figure, not in truth, that is, by way of similitude 
(or representation), not the manifestation of the thing itself. 
Now the figure and the truth are very different things: 
therefore the body and blood of Christ, which is celebrated in 
the Church, differs from the body and blood of Christ which 
is glorified since the resurrection,” &c. 

* «We see how vast a difference there is between the 
mystery of Christ’s body and blood which the faithful now re- 
ceive in the Church, and that body which was born of the 
Virgin Mary, which suffered, rose again, ascended imto heaven, 
and sitteth at the right hand of the Father. For this body 
which we celebrate im our way (to happiness) must be spiri- 
tually received ; for faith believes somewhat that it sees not ; 
and it spiritually feeds the soul, makes glad the heart, and 
confers eternal life and incorruption, if we attend not to that 
which feeds the body, which is chewed with our teeth, and 
ground in pieces, but to that which is spiritually received by 
faith. But now that body in which Christ suffered and rose 
again was his own proper body which he assumed of the 
Virgin, which might be seen and felt after his resurrec- 
tion,” &e. 

It is very observable, and a great confirmation of what has 
been said in this chapter, that the ancient Christians of St. 
Thomas, inhabiting the mountains of Malabar in the East 
Indies, agree with the ancient Church in denying our Saviour’s 
corporal presence in the sacrament of the eucharist ; as appears 
from their Public Offices, and other books, mentioned in a 
Synod which was celebrated amongst them by Dom Alexio de 
Menezes, archbishop of Goa, in the year 1599. 

In the fourteenth decree of the third action of the said 
Synod, in which most of their Church Offices and other books 
are condemned, for containing doctrines contrary to the Roman 
faith, there is particular notice taken of their contradicting the 
Roman faith in the point of transubstantiation. 
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1. The book of Timothy the Patriarch is condemned, for 
asserting through three chapters, that the body of Christ our 
Lord is not in the sacrament of the altar, but only the figure 
of his body. 

2. The book of Homilies is condemned, which teacheth, 
that the holy eucharist is only the image of Christ, as the 
image of a man is distinguished from areal man; and that the 
body of Christ is not there, but im heaven. 

3. The book of the Exposition of the Gospels is condemned, 
which teacheth, that the eucharist is only the image of the 
body of Christ, and that his body is in heaven at the right 
hand of the Father, and not upon earth. 

4. Their Breviary, which they call Dudre and Gaza, is con- 
demned; which teaches, that the most holy sacrament of the 
eucharist is not the true body of Christ. 

Lastly, the Office of the Burial of Priests is condemned, 
where it is said, that the most holy sacrament of the altar, is 
no more but the virtue of Christ, and not his true body and 
blood. 

This Synod was printed in the University of Conimbra, with 
the licenses of the Inquisition and Ordinary in the year 1606, 
and is in the possession of a learned person, who gave me this 
account out of it. 


CHAP. XII. 
THE TWELFTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers assert, that Christ’s body is not eaten corporally 
and carnally, but only spiritually. But the Church of Rome 
teaches a corporal eating, a descent of Christ's natural 
body into ours, and understands the eating of Christ's body 
literally and carnally. 


Ir the Church of Rome declares its own faith, when it im- 
poses the profession of it upon another, and makes one abjure 
the contrary under pain of anathema, then I am sure it was 
once with a witness for the eating of Christ’s body in the most 
literal and proper sense; when, An. Dom. 1059, Pope 
Nicholas II. and the General Council of Lateran, prescribed a 
profession of it to Berengarius, made him swear it, and 
anathematize the contrary, as it is set down by Lanfranc :* 
which, because the Nubes Testium (though it has set down two 


* De Eucharist. Sacram. adv. Berengar. 
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other forms) durst not give us, I will therefore here transcribe 
out of him. 

* «YT Berengarius, unworthy deacon, &c. knowing the true 
Catholic and Apostolic faith, do anathematize all heresy, 
especially that for which I have hitherto been defamed ; which 
endeavours to maintain, that the bread and wine placed on the 
altar, after consecration, are only a sacrament (or sign), and 
not the true body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ; and 
cannot, save only in the sign, be handled or broken bythe priest’s 
hands, or be ground by the teeth of the faithful. But I agree 
with the holy Roman Church and the Apostolic seat, and do 
with my mouth and from my heart profess, that I hold the 
same faith concerning the sacraments of the Lord’s table, 
which our Lord, and venerable Pope Nicholas, and this holy 
Synod, by evangelical and apostolical authority, has delivered 
to me to hold, and confirmed to me, viz. that the bread and 
wine which are placed on the altar, after consecration, are not 
only a sacrament, but also the true body of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and is sensibly, not only in the sign and sacrament, 
but in truth, handled and broken by the priests’ hands, and 
ground by the teeth of the faithful: swearing this by the 
holy and co-essential Trinity, and by the most holy Gospels of 
Christ. And as for those that oppose this faith, I judge them, 
with their opinions and followers, worthy of an eternal 
anathema,’ &c. 

This we may look upon as the belief of that Church then, 
and this to be the manner of eating the body of Christ: 
‘since,’ as Bellarmine well observes, “ none are compelled 


* Ego Berengarius, indignus Diaconus Ecclesie S, Mauritii Andegavensis, 
cognoscens veram Catholicam et Apostolicam Fidem, anathematizo 
omnem Heeresin, preecipue eam de qua hactenus infamatus sum; que 
astruere conatur panem et vinum, quee in altari ponuntur, post consecra- 
tionem, solummodo Sacramentum,*et non verum corpus et sanguinem 
Dom. nostri Jesu Christi esse; nec posse sensualiter, nisi In solo Sacra- 
mento, manibus Sacerdotum tractari, vel frangi, aut fidelium dentibus 
atteri. Consentio autem S. Romane Keclesiz et Apostolice sedi, et ore et 
corde profiteor de Sacramentis Dominic mensze, eam fidem tenere, quam 
Dominus et Venerabilis Papa Nicholaus et hac S. Synodus authoritate 
Evangelica et Apostolica tenendam tradidit, mihique firmavit: scilicet, 
Panem et vinum, que in altari ponuntur, post consecrationem, non solum 
Sacramentum, sed etiam verum corpus D. N. J. Christi esse, et sensua- 
liter non solum Sacramento, sed in veritate manibus Sacerdotum tractari, 
frangi et fidelium dentibus atteri, jurans per 8. et homousion Trinitatem, 
et per heec sacrosancta Christi Evangelia. Eos vero, quicontra hanc fidem 
venerint, cum dogmatibus et sectatoribus suis xterno anathemate dignos 
esse pronuncio, &c. 
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to abjure and anathematize dubious opinions, but only such as 
are condemned by the Church as known heresies.’’* 


But however infallible this Pope and that General Council ~ 


were, this way of eating Christ’s body, by tearing it with the 
teeth, was quickly opposed (as a late learned preface to the 
Determination of Joh. Parisiensis shews at large). 

Peter Lombard could not digest it.+ For though the Pope 
and Council defined, that both the handling, and also the 
breaking and tearing with the teeth Christ’s body, were not 
only in the sign and sacrament, but in truth performed; he 
makes a distinction, and in express words (cited in the 
margin) says, “That Christ’s body is handled imdeed, not 
only in sacrament, but in truth: but that itis broken and torn 
with the teeth truly indeed, but yet only in sacrament.” That 
is, in the visible species, as he before explains that phrase. 
Directly contrary to Berengarius’s recantation. 

The words also of Joh. Semeca, the author of the Gloss 
upon the Canon Law, are very bold against it :¢ ‘ Unless you 
understand the words of Berengarius in a sound sense (and 
there can be no other, the words are so plain, but what must 
contradict it), you will fall into a greater heresy than he was 
guilty of; and therefore you must refer all to the species 
(that is directly contrary to the Pope and Council), for we do 
not make parts of Christ’s body.” 

In fine, all the great writers, especially the Jesuits, have 
forsaken this definition, as not to be maintained, and this eat- 
ing in the most proper sense is wholly discarded ; and we are 
told by Bellarmine,§ that “grinding with the teeth is not 
necessarily required to eating; but it suffices that it be taken 
in, and transmitted from the mouth into the stomach by 
human and natural instruments, wiz. the tongue and palate.” 


* De Sacr. Euchar. 1. 3. c. 21. Nec coguntur ulli abjurare et anathe- 
matizare sententias dubias, sed eas tantum, que damnantur ab Ecclesia, 
tanquam heereses explorate. 

+ Sentent. lib. 4. dist. 12. Fractio et partes quee ibi videntur fieri, in 
Sacramento fiunt, 7. e. in visibili specie. Ideoque illa Berengarii verba ita 
distinguenda sunt, ut sensualiter, non modo in Sacramento, sed in veritate 
dicatur corpus Christi tractari manibus Sacerdotum : Frangi vero et atteri 
dentibus, vere quidem, sed in Sacramento tantum. 

£ Gloss. apud Gratian. de Consecr. Dist. 2. c. Ego Berengarius. Nisi 
sané intelligas verba Berengarii, in majorem incides Heeresin quam ipse 
habuit ; et ideo omnia referas ad species ipsas; nam de Christi corpore 
partes non facimus. 

§ De Sacr. Euchar. 1. 1. c. 11. Ad rationem manducationis, non est 
necessaria attritio, sed satis est sumptio, et transmissio ab ore ad stoma- 
chum per instrumenta humana et naturalia, 7. e. linguam et palatum. 


nie a 
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This way, in plainer terms, is swallowing the body of 
Christ without chewing. And indeed without this descent 
of it into the body, there could no account be given of that 
prayer in the Roman Missal :* “ Lord, let thy body which I 
have taken, and thy blood which I have drunk, cleave unto 
my entrails.” 

They have also determined how long this sacred body makes 
its stay there. Aquinas (whom they all now follow) says,+ 
“The body of Christ remains in this sacrament, so long as the 
sacramental species remain. When they cease to be, the body 
of Christ ceases to be under them.” 

Thus also Domin. Soto:t ‘We ought undoubtedly to 
hold, that Christ’s body descends into the stomach.— Since 
digestion is made in the stomach, there the species cease to be, 
and so also Christ’s body, and therefore will not descend into 
the draught.” 

But now comes a scurvy case, that will force out the whole 
truth. Suppose, by reason of any disease, the species should 
descend further than the stomach ; as in a flux, when there is 
no digestion of the species, nor time to do it in the stomach, 
but they are presently carried downward whole, or else brought 
up immediately, as in case of sudden vomiting. This also is 
resolved by the same principles. So the last named author :§ 
“Tf by reason of any disease the species should descend (into 
the draught he means), the body also itself would descend and 
be sent forth. For shame ought not to be a reason for deny- 
ing the truth.” 

To which St. Antoninus agrees|| (citing Paludanus in the 
case): ‘‘ Therefore the body and blood of Christ remains so 


* Corpus tuum, Domine, quod sumpsi, et sanguis quem potavi, ad- 
heereat visceribus meis. 

+ In 3. part. quest. 76. art. 6. ad 3. Corpus Christi remanet in hoc 
Sacramento, quousque species sacramentales manent. Quibus cessantibus 
desinit esse corpus Christi sub eis. 

+ In 4. dist, 12. qu. 1. art. 3. Est indubié tenendum, quod corpus 
(sc. Christi) descendit in stomachum.—Cum digestio fiat in stomacho, 
illic desinunt esse species, atque adeo corpus, quare non descendit in 
ventrem. 

§ Soto ibid. Sed si ob aliquem morbum species descenderent, conse- 
quenter et ipsum corpus descenderet et emitteretur. Pudor enim non 
debet esse in causa negandi veritatem. 

|| Part. 3. tit. 13. cap. 6. sect. 3. Igitur corpus Christi et sanguis 
tamdiu manet in ventre et stomacho, vel vomitu, et quocunque alibi, 
quamdiu species manent, sicut substantia conversa mansisset. Et si 
species incorrupte evomuntur, vel egrediuntur, est ibi vere corpus Christi. 
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long in the belly and stomach, or vomit, or anywhere else, as 
the species remain, just as the converted substance (viz. bread 
and wine) would have remained. And if the species are 
vomited up whole, or go forth (downward), there is truly the 
body of Christ.” 

And he tells us of St. Hugo Cluniac, how he commended 
one Goderanus, who (by a strange fervour) swallowed down 
the particles of an host, which a leper had vomited up with 
vile spittle, saymg, “‘ that St. Laurence’s gridiron was more 
tolerable.” 

If these consequences seem horrid and detestable to the 
reader, the doctrine from which they necessarily flow, ought to 
be looked upon much more so. 

But now, to return to the Fathers, and their sense of eating 
the body of Christ. 

It is evident to any that will impartially consult their 
writings, that they were perfect strangers to all these cases that 
are thus currently resolved in the Roman Church. 

That Christ’s natural body should enter into ours, is too 
gross and carnal a thought to be attributed to them; and fits 
only the imaginations of a carnal Church, and of those Caper- 
naites, who, in the sixth of St. John, ask, ‘“‘ How can this 
man give us his flesh to eat ?” 

Christ tells them, that the words he spoke to them were 
spirit and life. And so the Fathers always understood the 
eating of Christ’s body and drinking his blood, not in a literal 
and proper, but im a figurative and spiritual sense ; as I shall 
now prove from their writings. Wherein it may not be amiss 
to take notice, first, what their sense is about understanding 
things carnally and spiritually. 

St. Chrysostom asking this question,* ‘‘ What is it to think 
(or understand) carnally ?” He answers, “Simply to look 
upon the things proposed, and to think of no more.—But we 
ought to view all mysteries with our inward eyes; for this is 
spiritually to view them.” 

St. Austin gives the same account :+ ‘‘ We have a carnal 
taste, when we take that which is figuratively spoken, as if it 
were properly spoken.” 

* Hom. 46. in Joan. Ti oé éore 7d capeikéc vonoar;—Td adic 
ei¢ TA TpoKeipeva Opay, Kai mi) Tiov HavTalecSat.—Xpon O& TavTa 
pvorno.a roic évOov dp9ahpoic Karowrevety’ TOVTO yao éore TvEV- 
parik@c. [vol, 8. p. 320. Par. 1836.] 

+ De Doctr. Christ. 1. 3. c. 5. Cum figurate dictum sic accipitur, tan- 
quam proprie dictum sit, carnaliter sapitur. [vol. 3. p. 84. Par. 1836. ] 


ee 
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And elsewhere :* ‘Every figurative and allegorical reading 
or speech, seems to sound one thing carnally, and to insinuate 
another thing spiritually.”’ 

St. Austiny further gives a rule when to understand a thing 
literally, and when to understand it figuratively and spiritually : 
“If the speech be by way of command, either forbidding a 
crime or heinous wickeduess, or bidding a beneficial or good 
thing to be done, it is not figurative: but if it seems to com- 
mand acrime or heinous wickedness, or forbid an useful and 
beneficial thing, it is figurative.” And then he gives the ex- 
ample of his rule, in those words of Christ, “‘ Except ye eat 
the flesh and drink the blood of the Son of man, ye have no 
life in you. Now this,” says he, ‘seems to command a crime 
or horrid thing; therefore it is a figure, commanding us to 
communicate in the passion of our Lord, and sweetly and pro- 
fitably to treasure up in our memory, that his flesh was crucified 
and wounded for us.” 

Origen said the very same before him,t and gives the same 
instance: “ Not only in the Old Testament is found the killing 
letter ; there is also in the New Testament a letter that kills 
him who does not spiritually consider what is said. For if 
thou follow this according to the letter which was said, Unless 
ye eat my flesh and drink my blood, this letter kills.” 

And in another place :§ ‘‘ We are not to eat the flesh of the 
Lamb, as the slaves of the letter do,’ &e. To which he op- 
poses those “‘ who receive the spirituals of the word.” 


* Serm. 44. de Diversis. Omnis figurata et allegorica lectio vel locutio, 
aliud videtur sonare carnaliter, aliud insinuare spiritualiter. [Serm. 4. 
ibid. vol. 5. p. 33.] 

+ De Doctr. Christ. 1. 3. c. 16. Si preceptiva est locutio, aut flagitium 
aut facinus vetans, aut beneficentiam jubens, non est figurata. Si autem 
flagitium aut facinus videtur jubere, aut utilitatem aut beneficentiam 
vetare, figurata est. Nisi manducaveritis carnem filii hominis, &c. facinus 
vel flagitium videtur jubere: Figura ergo est, preecipiens passioni Domini 
esse communicandum, et suaviter atque utiliter in memoria condendum, 
quod caro ejus pro nobis crucifixa et vulnerata est. [Ibid. vol. 3. p. 91.] 

+ Hom. 7. in Levitic. Non solum in Veteri Testamento occidens 
Litera deprehenditur, est et in N. Testamento Litera, que occidit eum qui 
non spiritualiter que dicuntur adverterit. Si enim secundum literam se- 
quaris hoc ipsum quod dictum est, Nisi manducaveritis carnem meam, et 
biberitis sanguinem meum, occidit hee litera. [vol. 2. p. 225. Par. 1733. ] 

§ In Joan. tom. 10. Ody piv ody Bpwréoyv rv cdpKa TOU duvoU 
Women Towvow ot Tg AEEewe OovAOL, &C.— Ta wvEevparud oyou 


usradapBavovrec. [vol. 4. p. 177. Par. 1759.J 
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Such as those whom St. Austin mentions,* who pleased 
God, and died not (7. e. eternally): ‘* Because they understood 
the visible food (manna) spiritually, they hungered spiritually, 
they tasted spiritually, that they might spiritually be satisfied.” 

Or, as he expresses it a little after:+ ‘“‘He that eats in- 
wardly, not outwardly; that eats in his heart, not he that 
presseth it with his teeth.’? And therefore elsewhere fexhorts 
them: “ Do not prepare your jaws, but your heart.” 

This is what Clemens Alexandr.§ requires, when he says: 
‘“That Christ, when he broke the bread, set it before them, 
that we may eat it rationally,” 2. e. spiritually. 

So St. Austin again :|| ‘The body and blood of Christ will 


then be life to every one, if what is visibly taken in the sacra- 


ment, be in truth spiritually eaten and _ spiritually drunk.” » 


Where he makes this to be ‘eating im truth,” and the other 
. but “ sacramental.” 

So Macarius having called the bread and wine the antitype 
of Christ’s flesh and blood, he adds :** ‘They which are par- 
takers of the visible bread, do spiritually eat the flesh of the 
Lord.’ He should rather have said orally, according to the 
doctrine of our adversaries. 

St. Athanasius, +} expounding those words, ‘‘ What if ye see 
the Son of man ascending where he was before? It is the 
spirit that quickeneth, the flesh profiteth nothing,” &c. adds, tt 
** He affirmed both of himself, the flesh and spirit, and made a 
difference betwixt the spirit and the flesh, that not only 
believing that of him which was visible, but what was invisible, 


* In Joan. tract. 26. Quia visibilem cibum spiritaliter intellexerunt, 


spiritaliter esurierunt, spiritaliter gustaverunt, ut spiritaliter satiarentur. — 


[ut supra, vol. 5. p. 1836.] 

+ Ibid. Qui manducat intus, non foris, qui manducat in corde, non 
qui premit dente. [p. 1984.] 

¢ Serm. 33. de Verb. Dom. Nolite parare fauces, sed cor. [Serm. 112. 
ibid. vol. 5. p. 813.] 

§ Strom.1.1. KiXacace rov adoroy rpoesnker, tva On daywpev hoyiKie. 

|| De Verb. Apost. Serm. 2. Tune vita unicuique erit corpus et sanguis 
Christi, si quod in sacramento visibiliter sumitur, in ipsa veritate spiritua- 
liter manducetur, spiritualiter bibatur. [Serm. 131. ibid. p. 924.] 

q Homil. 27. 

** — Kai ot peradapBavorrec éK TOU hatyvouevou aopToU, TYEvpa- 
TURE TOY GapKa TOV Kupiov éoMiovat. 

t+ Tract. im illud Evang. Quicunque dixerit verbum contra filium 
hominis. 

tt — “Iva py povoy ro patvopevoy, adda Kai rd addparoy avrov 
TLOTEVOVTEL. 
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they might learn, that those thimgs which he spake were not 
carnal, but spiritual. For,to how many could his body have 
sufficed for meat, that it should be made the food of the whole 
world? But therefore he mentions the Son of man’s ascension 
into heaven, that he might draw them from his corporal con- 
ceit, and hereafter might learn, that the flesh he spake of was 
celestial meat from above, and spiritual nourishment to be 
given by him,” &c.* ; 

It will suffice all the world, if we follow Tertullian’s advice :+ 
«Since the Word was made flesh, he is to be longed for that 
we may live, to be devoured by hearing, to be chewed by 
understanding, and digested by faith.” 

It is an excellent comment on this which Eusebius gives us, t 
upon those words of John vi. ‘The flesh profits nothing,” &c.: 
“« Do not imagine that I speak of that flesh I am encompassed 
withal, as if you must eat that ; nor think that I command you 
to drink sensible and corporeal blood : but know, that the very 
words that I have spoken to you are spirit and life. So that 

_these very words and speeches of his are his flesh and blood ; 
whereof whoso is always partaker, being nourished as it were 
with heavenly bread, shall be a partaker of heavenly life. 
-—Let not the hasty hearing of those things by me, of flesh 
and blood, trouble you; for things sensibly heard profit no- 
thing, but it is the Spirit that quickeneth them that. can 
spiritually hear them.”§ 

St. Basil says the same :|| ‘“‘ There is an intellectual mouth 
of the inward man, whereby he is nourished who receives the 
word of life, which is the bread that descended from heaven.” 

Facundus Hermian.{] takes this of eating Christ’s flesh to 


* —Ildécog yap 7pKker TO OWA TOO Bodo, iva kai Tov Kéopou 
mavrTo¢e ToUTO Tp0d?) yivnrat; —“Iva Tijc cwmariKHe évvolacg avbrodve 
apEehkvoy. 

+ De Resurr. c. 37. Quia et sermo caro erat factus, proinde in causam 
vitee appetendus, et devorandus auditu, et ruminandus intellectu, et fide 
digerendus. 

t Lib. 3. Eccl. Theol. c. 17. M1) yao rijy odpka, ty qepixerpat, 
vopionré me éyelv, wo Oéoy adriy sadist, pnde TO aloSnroy Kai 
owparikoy aipa rive, TohapPdveré pe TpooTarTEy.— “Qore adra 
elvat Ta PHpara Kai Tobe Néyouc adrov THY CapKa Kai TO aipa. [c. 12.] 
[p- 180. Colon. 1688.] 

§ — Taira yap obdiy Wgeei aicdnrHg aKovdmeva, TO 0& vEdpa 
gore 7d Cworotovy Tove mWvEevpaTiKae aKovey Ovvapéevouc. [Thid. ] 

| In Psal. 33. "Eore pév te cal vonroy ordpa rod évdoy avOpwrou, 
@ Tpéperae perartapPavov TOD Adyou Tijc Zwijc, O¢ éoTww dprog éK Tov 
ovpavov KaTraPac. q Lib. 12. Defens. 3. capit. c. 1. 
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be a mystery, and that St. Peter when he answered, “ Lord, 
whither should we go? thou hast the words of eternal life,” 
did not then understand it: ‘“ For,” says he,* “ if he had 
understood the mystery, he should rather have said, Lord, 
there is no reason we should go away, since we believe we shall 
be saved by faith in thy body and blood.” He means his death 
and passion, which is his sense of eating Christ’s body and 
blood. 

Theodorus Heracleot.+ refers this eating Christ’s flesh to 
the sincere embracing the economy of his incarnation : 
‘‘ These,” says he,{ ‘upon the reasoning of their minds, by 
assenting to it, as it were tasting the doctrine, do rationally 
(or spiritually) eat his flesh, and by faith partake of his blood.” 

St. Chrysostom, upon those words,§ “It is the Spirit that 
quickeneth, the flesh profiteth nothing,” reckons up some of 
those carnal doubts that profit nothing; as: “It is a carnal 
thing,” says he, ‘to doubt how Christ descended from heaven, 
and to imagine him to be the son of Joseph, and how he can 
give us his flesh to eat. All these are carnal, which ought to 
be mystically and spiritually understood.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem says:|| ‘‘That the Jews, for want of 
understanding spiritually Christ’s words, imagined that Christ 
exhorted them to devour his flesh ;” which is hard to be dis- 
tinguished from the Roman Church's oral manducation. 

This carnal fancy might well make them shrink, and cry 
out: ‘ This is a hard saying, who can hear it?” For as St. 
Austin§] well observes: ‘‘ It seems more horrible to eat human 
flesh, than to kill it; and to drink man’s blood, than to shed 
Ita 

Origen’s words (for I see no good reason to question they 


* Quod si mysterium intellexisset, hoc potius diceret, Domine, cur 
abeamus non est, cum credamus nos corporis et sanguinis tui fide 
salvandos. + Catena in Joan. 6. 54, 55. 

t{—T@ ric Wuyiig Aoyiopm did rife avyKaraSicewc, Wore 
aroyevodpevot TOU OOyparog, NoyiKwc écPiover THY CdpKAa Kat peTa- 
AapBdvovat Tod aiparoc. 

§ Hom. 46. in Joan, Zapkicoy dé Hv TO dpgheoBnreiv wee éx TOU 
ovpavov KaTaBéEBnKE, Kal TO VopiZety Ort Vidg EoTLY ’lwond, Kai TO THC 
Ovvarat piv THY capKa Oodva payéiv’ TadTa TayTa capKUKa, dTEp 
Edge pyoTik@c VoEsiy Kal TYEvparikWc, &c. [vol. 8. p. 320. Par. 1836.] 

| Catech. Mystag. 4. NopiZovrec dre éxi capKkogayiay adrode 
woorpererar. [p. 321. Venet. 1763.] 

{ Cont. advers. Legis, 1. 2.c.9. Horribilius videatur humanam car- 
nem manducare quam perimere, et humanum sanguinem potare quam 
fundere. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 919. ] 
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are his) are enough to convince effectually all such carnal Jews 
and Christians:* “There is a meat and drink for this material 
and outward man, as we call him, agreeable to his nature, viz. 
this corporeal and earthly food. There is likewise a proper food 
for the spiritual, or, as we call it, inward man, as ‘that living 
bread that came down from heaven,’ &c.—But the property 
of things is reserved to each distinct, and corruptible things 
are given to that which is corruptible, and incorruptible things 
are proposed to that which is incorruptible.” 

Greg. Nyssent also well expresses it thus: ‘There is an 
analogy betwixt the motions and operations of the soul, and \ 
the senses of the body,” &e. 

“Wine and milk are judged of by the taste ; but these 
being intellectual, the power of the soul that apprehends them, 
must be altogether intellectual.” 

St. Chrysostom§ said well: “That Christ gave himself to 
us for a spiritual feast and banquet.” 

And Procopius Gazzeus:|| “The celestial and divine Lamb 
is wont to be the food of souls.” 

St. Austing/ indeed tells us: “We cannot handle him who 
now sits in heaven; yet,” says he, “we may touch him by 
our faith.” 

For, as he says elsewhere :** ‘‘ We run to Christ, not by 


* Prolog. in Cantic. Est materialis hujus hominis, qui et exterior ap- 
pellatur, cibus potusque nature suze cognatus, corporeus iste, sc. et ter- 
renus. Similiter autem et spiritualis hominis ipsius, qui et interior dicitur, 
est proprius cibus, ut panis ille vivus qui de coelo descendit, &c. — 
Rerum vero proprietas unicuique discreta servatur, et corruptibili corrup- 
tibilia preebentur, incorruptibili vero incorruptibilia proponuntur. [vol. 3. 
p. 28. Par. 1740.] 

+ Hom. 1. in Cantic. “Avadoyia ric tore roig WuytKoic Kivijpace 
Kat évepynpace Tove TA TOU OWpaToO? aloInrHpia, &c. [vol. 1. p. 481. 
Par. 1638.] 

t —‘O ydp oivéc re Kai yada TY yebort Kpiverar vonToy 0: dyTwY 
ékelywy, VONTI) TAYTWS Kat y aVYTIAnTTUK) TotTwY THe PuxXHe gore 
Ovvapeg. [Ibid.] 

§ Homil. 26. in Matth. —‘Eavrév dotvar nyiv sig éctiaow Kai 
ewwyiay Tvevparunyy. [ut supra, vol. 7. p. 352.] 

|| Comment. in Exod. Ceelestis seu divinus Agnus animarum solet 
esse cibus. : 

q Tract. 1. in Epist. Joan.—Ipsum jam in ccelo sedentem manu 
contrectare non possumus, sed fide contingere. [ut supra, vol. 3. p. 2484.] 

** Tract. 26. in Evang. Joan. Non ad Christum ambulando currimus, 
sed credendo: nec motu corporis, sed voluntate cordis accedimus. [Ibid. 
p-. 1978.) 
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walking, but by believing; nor do we approach him by the 
motion of our bodies, but by the will of our hearts.” 

And afterwards :* “Thus he would be touched, and thus 
he is touched by all that rightly touch him, ascending to the 
Father, remaining with the Father, equal to the Father.” 

And in the next tractatet upon those words, ‘‘ What if ye 

see the Son of man ascend,” &c. ‘* What does thismean? He 
hence resolves that which they did not know.—For they 
imagined, that he would bestow his body upon them; and he 
told them that he would ascend into heaven entire and whole. 
} When you shall see the Son of man ascending where he was 
before, then surely you will see, that he does not bestow his 
, body after that manner you think he does : surely you will 
then at least understand, that his grace is not consumed by 
bites’ (of the teeth). 

Gelasiust therefore said well: ‘‘To believe on the Son of 
God, this is to see him, this is to hear him, this is to smell, 
this is to taste him, and this is to handle him.” sts 

These testimonies, one would think, are sufficient to tell us 
the sense of the Fathers in this matter; yet, with the reader’s 
leave, I will add a few considerations more, to put it out of all 
doubt. iaibs 

‘First consideration. It appears there is no necessity*té 
understand eating and drinking Christ’s body in the eucharist, _ 
of his natural body received into ours ; because the Fathers s s+ Yacs 
We eat and drink, and partake of Christ’s body and blood im — 
baptism, which, by the confession of all, can be done’ only: 
spiritually there. 

Thus Cyril of Alexandria says,§ ‘‘ The Gentiles coe tee 
have shaken off their blindness, and contemplated the divine 
and holy light, that is, attained the knowledge of the holy and 


te 
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* — Sic se tangi voluit, sic tangitur ab eis a quibus bene tangitur, 
ascendens ad patrem, manens cum patre, equalis patri. | Ibid. p. 1979.] 

+ Idem Tract. 27. in Joan. Quid est hoc ? Hine solvit illud quod non 
noverant—lIlli enim putabant eum erogaturum corpus suum, ille autem 
dixit, se ascensurum in coelum, utique integrum. Cum videritis filium 
hominis ascendentem ubi erat prius, certe vel tunc videbitis, quia non eo 
modo quo putatis erogat corpus suum, certe vel tunc intelligetis, quia 
gratia ejus non consumitur morsibus. | Ibid. p. 1989.] 

¢ Contr. Eutych. 1. 4. Credere in filium Dei, hoc est videre, hoe est 
audire, hoc est odorari, hoc est gustare, hoc est contrectare eum. 

§ In Joan. 9. 6. —Ezt pu) yeyove péroxa THC ayiac avTov capKoc, &e. 
did rod dytou Sndovore Barricuaroc. [vol. 4. p. 602. Par. 1638.] 
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consubstantial Trinity, unless by holy baptism they had been 
made partakers of his holy flesh, and washed away the black- 
ness of their sin, and shaked off the devil’s power.” 

And elsewhere,* speaking of the eunuch : ‘‘ He by his ques- 
tion,” says he, “ shewed, that he was partaker of the spiritual 
Lamb ; for he was presently thought worthy of baptism.” 

Fulgentius :+ “Unless ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, 
and drink his blood, ye shall have no life in you. Which 
whosoever can consider, not only according to the mystery of 
truth (viz. in the sacraments), but according to the truth of 
the mystery, will see that this is done in the laver of holy 
regeneration.” 

Andagain:t ‘ Neither need any one in the least doubt, that 
every believer is then made partaker of Christ’s body and blood, 
when he is made in baptism a member of Christ's body.” 

Therefore St. Basil says,§ ‘‘ That the Lord takes away 
Christ from those who having put him on bv baptism, by 
sinning afterwards trample upon his body, and count the blood 
of the covenant an unholy thing.”’ 

Second consideration. The Fathers, with reference to eating 
and drinking, distinguish Christ’s true body from his sacra- 
mental one; which they could not do, if Christ’s true and 
navural body and blood were eat and drunk in a proper sense 
in the sacrament. 

St. Chrysostom, expounding these words, || ‘‘ He that eateth — 
‘i and drinketh wnworthily,” &c. says, “ As Christ’s presence, 
‘zhich brought those great and unspeakable blessings to us, 
Ga condemn those the more that did not receive ith ; so also 
the mysteries make way for greater punishments to those that 
unworthily partake of them.” 


* Glaphyr. in Exod. lib. 2. Méroxoc 0n Tov vontov woeoBarou dud 
THe Eoevvyc dvedetkvvero, néiov yao evdde Kai BeBaxriosat. 

+ De Bapt. AXthiop. in fine. Nisi manducaveritis carnem filii hominis, 
et biberitis ejus sanguinem, non habebitis vitam in vobis. Quod quisquis 
non solum secundum veritatis mysteria, sed secundum mysterii veritatem,. 
considerare poterit, in ipso Lavacro S. Regenerationis hoc fieri providebit. 

¢ Ibid. Nec cuiquam esse aliquatenus ambigendum, tunc unum- 
quemque fidelium corporis sanguinisque participem fieri, quando in bap- 
tismate membrum corporis Christi efficitur. 

§ In Esa. 3. — Td cpa katrararotyrwy, kai Td aia ric Cvadnene 
KOLVoY NY NCAMEVWY. 

| In 1 Cor. xi. v. 29. “Qomep yao 9 mapovoia abrov, &c. rove py 
OeEapévouc abriv peadov KaTeKpLVEY, oUTw Kai Ta pvoTypta pEiZovog 
ipddva Kordoewe yiverar Toic avakiwg peréxovat. [vol. 10. p. 293. 
Par. i73/.| 
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St. Austin,* (whose words I have given chap. 10. posit. 2.) 
makes the flesh and blood of Christ to be ‘‘exhibited in the 
truth’ at his passion, and “ in the sacrament only the memory 
of it to be celebrated.” 

Bede, upon these words,+ ‘‘ The poor shall eat and be satis- 
fied,’ says, ‘‘ By this bread and wine, which are visibly offered 
to them, they will understand another invisible thing, wiz. 
the true body and blood of our Lord, which are really meat and 
drink, not such as fills the belly, but which nourishes the mind.” 

And in another place, speaking of the passover :{ ‘* The im- 
molation of this passover represents the glory of our resurrec- 
tion, when all the elect shall eat together the flesh of the 
immaculate Lamb, I mean of him who is our God and Lord, 
no more in sacrament as believers, but im the thing itself, and 
in truth, as spectators.” 

Neither is that of Isidore of Seville$ to be passed over, who 
mentions this prayer in the liturgy of his time: ‘‘'That the obla- 
tion which is offered to God, beimg sanctified by the Holy 
Spirit, may be conformed to the body and blood of Christ.” 
Which very phrase shews a difference betwixt what we receive 
in the eucharist, and the true body and blood of Christ: else 
it would not be conformity, but identity, as Monsieur Claude 
has well observed. 

Third consideration. They say, that the Fathers under 
the Old Testament did eat the same spiritual meat with us; 
and give this as the reason why it is spiritual meat, because it 
is not eaten corporally, but by faith. Therefore both they 
and we must eat the same meat, only spiritually, not corporally. 

St. Austin has said so much in this argument, that I need 
go no further. And I might insist upon many passages I have 


* Contr. Faustum, 1. 20. c. 21. Hujus sacrificii caro et sanguis, &c.— 
in passione Christi per ipsam veritatem reddebatur, post ascensum Christi 
per Sacramentum memorize celebratur. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 546.] 

+ In Psal. 21.—Intelligent in pane et vino visibiliter sibi proposito 
aliud invisibile, scilicet corpus et sanguinem verum Domini, qui verus 
cibus et potus sunt, quo non venter distenditur, sed mens saginatur. [vol. 
8. p. 419. Colon. Agr. 1688. ] 

t In Esdram, lib. 2. cap. 8. Immolatio Pasche gloriam insinuet resur- 
rectionis, cum omnes electi carne agni immaculati, id est, Dei et Domini 
nostri, non amplius in Sacramento credentes, sed in reipsa ac veritate 
videntes, reficiuntur. 

§ De Officiis Eccles. 1. 1. c. 15.—Ut oblatio que Domino offertur 
sanctificata per spiritum sanctum, corpori et sanguini Christi conformetur 
(not confirmetur, as the last Colen Edition absurdly has printed it, An. 
1617). [p. 394. col. 2. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 
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upon other occasions named before; as that in his treatise 
upon St. John’s Gospel, where, explaining that of the same 
spiritual drink that the Fathers drank, he has such expressions 
as these :* “See the signs are varied, faith remaining the same. 
There the rock was Christ (in sign); to us, that which is laid 
on the altar is Christ; and they drank of the water that 
flowed from the rock, for a great sacrament of the same Christ ; 
what we drink, the faithful know. If you regard the visible 
species or nature, it is another thing ; if the spiritual or intel- 
ligible signification, they drank the same spiritual drink.” 

In another place :+ ‘‘Their meat and drink was the same 
with ours in mystery ; not in substance (or species) the same, 
but in signification. Because the same Christ who was 
figured to them in the rock, is manifested to us in the flesh.” 

To add but one place more, which fully comprehends the 
whole sense of the argument;t where St. Austin explaiming 
the same words, of “ our fathers eating the same spiritual meat,” 
&c. he discourses thus : 

The Apostle says,§ That our fathers, not the fathers of 
unbelievers, not the fathers of the wicked, that did eat and 
die; but our fathers, the fathers of the faithful, did eat 
spiritual meat, and therefore the same.—For there were such 
there, to whom Christ was more tasteful in their heart, than » 
manna in their mouth.— Whosoever understood Christ in the 
manna, did eat the same spiritual meat we do.—So also the. 
same drink, for the rock was Christ. Therefore they drank 


* Tract. 45. in Ev. Joan. Videte, fide manente, signa variata. Ibi 
petra Christus, nobis Christus quod in altari Dei ponitur. Et illi pro 
magno Sacramento ejusdem Christi biberunt aquam profiuentem de petra, 
nos quid bibamus norunt fideles. Si speciem visibilem intendas, aliud 
est ; si intelligibilem significationem, eundem potum spiritualem biberunt. 
[ut supra, vol. 3. p. 2132.] 

+t Idem in Psal. 77. Idem in mysterio cibus et potus ilorum qui 
noster, sed significatione idem, non specie. Quia idem ipse Christus illis 
in petra figuratus, nobis in carne manifestatus est. [Ibid. vol. 4. p. 1166.] 

t De Utilit. Poenitentiz, cap. 1. 

§ Apostolus dicit, Patres nostros, non patres infidelium, non patres 
impiorum manducantes et morientes, sed patres nostros, patres fidelium, 
spiritalem cibum manducasse, et ideo eundem.—Erant enim ibi quibus 
plus Christus in corde quam Manna in ore sapiebat. Quicunque in 
Manna Christum intellexerunt, eundem quem nos cibum spiritalem man- 
ducaverunt.—Sic etiam eundem potum, Petra enim erat Christus. Eundem 
ergo potum quem nos, sed spiritalem, id est, qui fide capiebatur, non qui 
corpore hauriebatur.—Eundem ergo cibum sed intelligentibus et creden- 
tibus; non intelligentibus autem, illud solum Manna, illa sola aqua, &c. 

Q 2 
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the same drink we do, but spiritual drink, that is, drink which 
was received by faith, not what was swallowed down by the 
body.—They ate therefore the same meat, the same to those 
that understand and believe ; but to them that do not under- 
stand, it was only that manna, only that water,’ &c. Here 
you see, St. Austin calls that spiritual drink which faith 
receives, not which the body takes down. And thus whether 
Christ be come, or be to come, it is all one (as he says a little 
after, Venturus et ventt diversa verba sunt, sed idem Christus), 
because faith can apprehend what shall be, as well as what is. 
But if our eating be Christ’s natural body swallowed down our 
bodies, then their meat and ours were not the same. For 
Christ could not be thus their meat, because then he had not 
taken flesh upon him ; therefore those old Fathers could not 
take it down in the oral sense. 

Fourth consideration. The body and blood are to be 
eaten and. drunk, and to be received, as they were represented 
and set before us in the sacrament. But there the body of 
Christ (according to the Fathers as well as the Scriptures) is 
set before us as broken and dead, and his blood as poured out 
of his vemns. Therefore it can be eaten and drunk by us only 
figuratively and spiritually. 

If the reader look back to chap. 10. posit. 4, he will find a 
great many testimonies, especially out of St. Chrysostom, to 
prove that the Fathers considered Christ’s body in the sacra- 
ment as slain and dead, and his blood poured out of his veins, 
and separated from his body: and how St. Chrysostom, at the 
same time when he tells us that Christ has given us leave to 
be filled with his holy flesh,* he has proposed and set himself 
before us as slain. 

This I shall now give a further account of, seeing the Fathers 
speak nothing more plainly and fully than this. : 

St. Austint not only tells us in general, that “‘we are fed 
from our Lord’s cross, because we eat his body ;’ but more 
expressly says,t ‘‘ That Christ offered himself a sacrifice for us 
to God the Father, on the table of the cross, giving to his 


* Hom. 51. in Matth.— Toy dyiwy capxéy abrod étumdnodijvat 
sOwKkey nply—éavroy gapéednce reSvpEvoy. [vol. 7. p. 582. Par. 1836.] 

t In Psal. 100. Nos de cruce Domini pascimur ; quia corpus ipsius 
manducamus. [ut supra, vol. 4. p. 1553. ] 

t Serm. 9. de 40. edit. a Sirmondo.—Qui se pro nobis in mensa crucis 
obtulit sacrificium Deo Patri, donans Ecclesia suze Catholic vitale con- 


vivium, corpore suo nos videlicet satians, et inebrians sanguine: [Serm. 
366. ibid. vol. 5. p. 2156. ] : re 
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eatholic Church a vital banquet, viz. by satiating us with his 
body, and inebriating us with his blood.” But all this, by 
looking upon him on the table of the cross, sacrificed and slain. 

This made Gr. Nyssen* say, that “ the body of the victim 
(speaking of Christ) is not fit for eating, if it be alive.” 

_ And St. Cyprian :} ‘ Neither should we be able to drink the 
blood of Christ, unless it were first trodden and pressed.” Al- 
luding to grapes in a wine press ; and that Christ’s blood must 
be out of his vems when we drink it, and so considered by us. 

But none of the ancients has given a fuller account of this 
than Hesychius,} who says, that ‘‘ Christ made his flesh fit 
to be eaten after his passion, which was not fit to be eaten be- 
fore his passion: for if he had not been crucified, we could by 
no means eat the sacrifice of his body. But now we eat food, 
receiving the memory of his passion.” 

And again,§ he compares the cross to a “ gridiron, which 
when our Lord’s flesh is put upon it, makes it fit to be food 
of men: for unless it had been laid thus: upon the cross, we 
could in no wise mystically have received Christ’s body.” 

And because this food which is thus mystically to be eaten, 
could not be fit food for us unless Christ was crucified 
and slain; therefore in several places he speaks of Christ as 
slaying himself in the eucharist (which cannot be understood 
properly) before he was slain upon the cross. Thus he says, | 
“‘ Christ, by way of anticipation, slew (or sacrificed) himself in 
the supper of the Apostles, which they know that perceive the 
virtue of the mysteries.” 

Again: ‘Our Lord first supping upon the figurative 


* Orat. ].in Resurr. Dom. Ov ydo )v 76 cépa tepeiou mode Ewdny 
émirnostoy, eiwep Empuyor Hv. (vol. 3. p. 389. Par. 1638. ] 

: + Lib. 2. Ep. 3. Nec nos sanguinem Christi possemus bibere, nisi 
prius calcatus fuisset et pressus. [Hpist. 63. p. 227. Venet. 1728.] 

¢ Com. in Lev. 1. 1.—Carnem ejus, que ad comedendum inepta erat 
ante passionem—aptam cibo post passionem fecit. Si enim non fuisset 
crucifixus, sacrificium corporis ejus minimé comederemus. Comedimus 
autem nunc cibum, sumentes ejus memoriam passionis. 

§ Ib. 1. 2. Sartaginem, Domini crucem,—accipi oportet, que etiam 
superimpositam Dominicam carnem, esibilem hominibus reddidit. Nisi 
enim superimposita fuisset cruci, nos corpus Christi nequaquam mysticé 
percepissemus. 

|| Ib. 1.1. Praeveniens, se ipsum in cena Apostolorum immolavit, 
quod sciunt qui mysteriorum virtutem percipiunt. 

q Ib. 1. 2. Prius figuratam ovem cum Apostolis caeenans Dominus, postea 
suum obtulit sacrificium, et secundo sicut ovem seipsum occidit. 
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lamb with the Apostles, did afterwards offer his sacrifice, and 
a second time, as a lamb, slew himself.” 

And now after all these testimonies and considerations, 
which, put together, demonstratively conclude against any 
eating of Christ’s body or drinking his blood but what is 
spiritual and figurative, I will put an end to this chapter with 
two remarkable sayings of St. Austin. 

The first is upon the 98th Psalm,* where he confutes those 
who, when our Saviour spake of “eating his flesh, and drink- 
ing his blood,” were offended at this, as an hard saying: and 
then expounding that which Christ added, “The words I 
speak are spirit and life,” he makes our Lord speak thus to 
them:t+ ‘‘ Understand spiritually what I have spoken. You 
are not to eat this body which you see, nor to drink that blood 
which they shall shed that will crucify me. I have commended 
a certain sacrament to you, which if spiritually understood, 
will give life to you; and if it be necessary this sacrament 
should be visibly celebrated, yet it must be invisibly (2. e. 
spiritually) understood by you.’ No Protestant could choose 
words to express his mind more fully by m this matter. 

His other saying is against the Manichees, who fancied a 
latent Christ in the fruits of trees, and ears of corn, and pro- 
fessed to eat him that was passible with their mouths. St. 
Austin thus sarcastically derides them:t ‘‘ Ye expect with 
open mouth, who should bring in Christ into your jaws, as the 
best sepulchre for him.” 

If St. Austin had been for oral manducation of Christ’s 
body in the eucharist, he could not have had the confidence to 
have objected this as a reproach to the Manichees, which 
might so easily have been returned with shame upon himself. 

I conclude therefore, that the Trent Fathers, when they 
called the sacramental and oral manducation, real eating, to 
distinguish it from the spiritual eating; and made that canon, 
“If any shall say, that Christ exhibited in the eucharist, is only 


* In Ps. 98. 

+ Spiritualiter intelligite quod locutus sum. Non hoc corpus quod 
videtis manducaturi estis, et bibituri illum sanguinem quem fusuri sunt 
qui me crucifigent. Sacramentum aliquod vobis commendavi, spiritualiter 
intellectum vivificabit vos; et si necesse est aliud visibiliter celebrari, 
oportet tamen invisibiliter intelligi. [ut supra, vol. 4. p. 1521.] 

¢ Contr. Faustum, 1. 20. c. 11. Ore aperto expectatis quis inferat 


Christum, tanquam optime sepulture, faucibus vestris. [Ibid. vol. 8: p. 
536. | 
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spiritually eaten, and not also sacramentally and really, let him 
be anathema:’’* that herein they were so far from designing to 
testify their consent with the Fathers (who, as you have heard, 
generally say the contrary), that they seem rather to have had 
a conspiracy against them. 


CHAP. XIII. 
THE THIRTEENTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers assert, that the faithful only eat Christ's body, 
and drink his blood in the Eucharist, not the wicked. 


Whereas they of the present Roman Church extend it to 
both. 


THIs assertion, being a necessary consequence of the fore- 
goimg one, will make my work the shorter for its proof. What 
the Church of Rome holds in this matter, cannot be questioned. 
The Trent Catechism, speaking of such a person that makes no 
distinction betwixt the sacrament and other common food, 
expresses it thus :t—‘‘ Who impurely taking the body of the 
Lord, which lies hid in the eucharist’’ there it is hid, they 
mean, under the species, and the wicked take it. 

Therefore Dom. Soto (who was one of the Council of Trent) 
says :{ ‘‘ We must undoubtedly hold, that the body of Christ 
descends into the stomach, though a wicked man takes it.” 

So Aquinas :§ ‘Seeing the body of Christ always remains 
in the sacrament till the sacramental species are corrupted, it 
follows, that even wicked men do eat the body of Christ.” 

Alensis,|| taking notice of the opinion of some that thought, 


* Conc. Trid. Sess. 13. can. 8. Si quis dixerit Christum in Eucharistia 
exhibitum, spiritualiter tantum manducari, et non etiam sacramentaliter 
ac realiter, anathema sit. 

+ Catechis. ad Paroch. Part. 2. n. 27.—Qui impure sumens corpus 
Domini, quod in Eucharistia occulte latet.— 

¢ In 4. dist. 12. qu. 1. art. 3.—Est indubié tenendum quod corpus (sc. 
Christi) descendit in stomachum, etiamsi ab iniquo sumatur. 

§ Part. 3. quest. 80. art. 3. conclus. Cum corpus Christi in Sacramento 
semper permaneat, donec species Sacramentales corrumpantur, etiam 
injustos homines Christi corpus manducare consequitur. 

|| Part. 4. qu. 11. memb. 2. art. 2. sec. 2.—Illud sentire erroneum 
est et manifeste contra sanctos: et ideo communiter tenetur quod in hoc 
non est differentia inter justum et injustum, quia uterque ipsum verum 
corpus Christi sumit in Sacramento, &c. 
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that as soon as the body of Christ was touched by a sinner’s 
lips, it withdrew itself, says: ‘This is an error, and manifestly 
against the saints; and therefore it is held commonly, that in 
this there is no difference betwixt the just and unjust, for 
both of them receive the very body of Christ in the sacrament.” 

And alittle after :* “It must be granted, that the wicked 
receive the thing which the sacrament is a sign of, which is 
Christ’s true body, born of the Virgin,” &c. 

This ought not to seem a strange doctrine to be held by 
those, who say that brute creatures may devour Christ’s body. 
Which is the current opinion. 

So Aquinas:f ‘‘ We must say, that although a mouse or 4 
dog should eat a consecrated host, yet the substance of Christ’s 
body does not cease to be under the species, so long as the 
species remain.” 

Alensisf is as positive and more plain: “If a dog or a hog 
should swallow a whole consecrated host, 1 see not why nor 
how the. body of our Lord would not, together with the species, 
be conveyed into the belly of that dog or hog.” 

It is also remarkable, that among three articles, which Pope 
Gregory XI. an. 1371, prohibited to be taught§ under pain of 
excommunication (which was also repeated by P. Clement VI.), 
one of them was this: “If a consecrated host should be 
gnawed by a mouse, or taken by a brute, that then the species 
remaining, the body of Christ ceases to be under them, and 
the substance of the bread returns.” 

This he would not let pass for good divinity. 

Nor can it at this day, when this is one of the cautions to 
be observed in the celebrating of the mass : 

‘That if a fly, or any such animal fall into the chalice after 
consecration, if the priest nauseates it, then he must take it out 
‘and wash it with wine, and burn it when mass is ended, and 
the ashes and the wash be thrown into the holy repository. 


* — Unde concedendum, quod mali sumunt rem Sacramenti, quod est 
corpus Christi verum, quod natum est de Virgine, &c. 

t Loc. citat. ad Tertium. Dicendum, quod etiamsi mus vel canis hos- 
tiam consecratam manducet, substantia corporis Christi non desinit esse 
sub speciebus, quamdiu species illee manent. 

} Ibid. sec. 1. loco citat. Si canis vel porcus deglutiret hostiam conse- 
eratam integram, non video quare vel quomodo Corpus Domini non simul 
cum specie trajiceretur in ventrem canis vel porci. 

§ See Pref. to the Determ. of Jo. Paris. p. 32. Si hostia consecrata & 
mure corrodatur, seu @ bruto sumitur, quod remanentibus speciebus, sub 
iis desinit esse Corpus Christi, et redit substantia Panis. 
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But if he do not nauseate to swallow it, nor fears any danger, 
let him take it down with the blood.’’* 

What is all this for, but to tell us, that they look upon it 
still to be Christ’s blood, and that it is better it should be in 
the belly of a priest than of a brute? 

So also they give us another case: “If a priest should 
vomit up the eucharist, and the species appear entire, they 
must be taken down reverently, unless nauseated ; but in that 
case the consecrated species must be cautiously separated, and 
put in some holy place till they are corrupted,” &c.+ 

But I beg the reader’s pardon for presenting him with such 
nauseous stuff. God grant that they who thus unworthily 
represent their Saviour, may have grace to repent, that the 
“thoughts of their hearts may be forgiven them.” 

As for the Fathers, if by their plain words we can under- 
stand their sense, they:assert, that only the faithful, and not 
the wicked, eat the body of Christ, and drink his blood in a 
proper sense. 

St. Jeromef calls the flesh of Christ the ‘food of believers.” 
. And Isidore of Seville;§ that it is the “‘ meat of the saints.” 
And he adds (which makes it their food, and of none else), 
“which if any one eat, he shall not die eternally.” They 
therefore often call it the bread of life, and life itself. 

St. Ambrose :|| ‘‘ This is the bread of life; he that eateth 
life cannot die; for how should he die whose food is life ?” 

St. Austin says the same: “ When Christ is eaten, life is 
eaten. — When he is eaten, he refreshes.” 


* De Defect. Missxe, sec. 10. n. 5. ante Missal. Roman. Si post conse- 
crationem ceciderit musca, aut aliquid ejusmodi, et fiat nausea Sacerdoti, 
extrahat eam et lavet cum vino, finité Missa comburat, et combustio ac 
lotio hujusmodi in Sacrarium projiciatur. Si autem non fuerit nausea, 
nec ullum periculum timeat, sumat cum sanguine. ' 

+ Ibid. n. 14. Si Sacerdos evomat Eucharistiam, si species integree 
appareant, reverenter sumantur, nisi nausea fiat; tunc enim species con- 
secratee cauté separentur, et in aliquo loco sacro reponantur, donec cor- 
rumpantur, &c. 

¢t In Oseam, c, 8.—Cujus caro cibus credentium est. 

§ In Genes. c. 31.—Caro ejus qui est esca Sanctorum. Quam si quis 
manducaverit, non morietur in eternum. [p. 304. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 

| In Psal. 118. Serm. 18. Hic est panis vitee: qui manducat vitam 
mori non potest ; quomodo enim morietur, cui cibus vita est? [vol. 1. 
p- 1203. Par. 1686.] 

q Serm. de Verb. Evangel. apud Bedam in 1 Cor. 10. Quando Christus 
manducatur, vita manducatur—quando manducatur, reficit. 
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Again, in another place,* distinguishing the portion of saints 
and sinners, he makes the true sons of the Church to partake 
both of the dew of heaven and the fatness of the earth. This 
fatness of the earth he explains to be “all visible sacraments, 
for they pertain to the earth. All these,” he says, “the 
good and bad in the Church have in common. For the bad 
have and partake of the sacraments, and, what the faithful 
know, made of bread-corn and wine.” 

If then the visible sacrament, and that which has its original 
from earth, be all that evil men partake of, to be sure they 
have nothing to do with Christ, the heavenly bread, or his 
body, which (to use his phrase) does not ‘‘ pertain to earth at 
all,’ but is a divine food. 

Which none has more admirably and fully spoke to than 
Origen.t Who having said a great deal about Christ’s typical 
and symbolical body (which St. Austin called before, the 
visible sacrament), he goes on thus: ‘ Many things also might 
be said concerning that Word which was made flesh, and the 
true food, which whosoever eats shall surely live for ever, no 
wicked man being capable of eating it. For if it were possible, 
that a wicked man, continuing such, should eat him that was 
made flesh, seeing he is the Word, and the living bread, it 
would not have been written, that whosoever eats this bread 
shall live for ever.” 

This is that which Macarius{ discourses of so largely and 
piously. Telling us, that as a great rich man, having both 
servants and sons, “ gives one sort of meat to the servants, 


* Serm. 44. de Diversis. Filii Keclesize habent 4 rore coeli et fertilitate 
terre, &c.—a fertilitate terree omnia visibilia Sacramenta. Visibile enim 
Sacramentum ad terram pertinet. Hec omnia communia habent in 
Ecclesia boni et mali. Nam et ipsi habent, et participant Sacramentis, 
et, quod norunt fideles, 4 tritico et vino. 

+ In Matth. c. 15, v. 15. p, 253. Ed. Huet. Kai ravra piv epi 
TOU TUTLKOU Kal oupBoduKcov TWMATOC. Toda 0 ay kai mpl abrou 
Aéyouro TOU Abyou, we yeyove oaps kai adnOery Bodore, 3 Hv tTiva oO 
payor TAVT WC onoerac etc TOY aiéva, ovdEevog Ouvapévov pavrov 
éoSisw abThy. Ei yap oldv re ny ért pavrov pévovra éoSiewy roy 
yevomevoy odoKa Aoyo bvTa Kai prov Cavra, obK ay IL di Ore 
TAC 0 paywy TOY aoToY TovTOY Costa Eig Toy aiwrva. [vol. 3. p. 500. 
Par. 1740.] , 

+ Homil. 14.— AdAnY TOOGHY didwot rote Soddore, kat addy Totg 
Wiorg Téxvowc—'Emewy Ta rexva Ay povopovor TOY mwarépa, Kai per’ 
avtou éoSiovo.r—’L0iay avaravow Kat TOOGNY Kat Bodow Kal meow, 
mapa Tove Aotwouc avOowTove éExTpeet, Kai Oidwoww tavrdy advrotc, &c. 
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and another to the sons that he begot, who being heirs to their 
father, do eat with him.—So,” says he, “Christ, the true 
Lord, himself created all, and nourishes the evil and unthank- 
ful; but the children begotten by him, who are partakers of 
his grace, andin whom the Lord is formed; he feeds them 
with a peculiar refection and food, and meat and drink above 
and besides other men, and gives himself to them that have 
conversation with their Father, as the Lord says, He that 
eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, abides in me, and I 
in him, and shall not see death.’’ 

With whom St. Jerome* agrees, speaking of voluptuous 
men: ‘‘ Not being holy in body and spirit, they neither eat 
the flesh of Jesus, nor drink his blood ; concerning which he 
says, He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath 
eternal life.” 

St. Austin also says,t ‘Of that bread, and from our Lord’s 
own hand, both Judas and Peter took a part.” 

But then he makes the distinction himself,t that Judas ‘ 
received only the “‘ bread of the Lord,” when the other disciples 
received the “ bread that was the Lord.”” Whichis directly con- . 
trary to transubstantiation ; for according to that, even such a | 
one as Judas must eat the Lord, and no bread, when this ¢ 
Father says, that he ate the bread and no Lord. 

Neither is St. Austin singular in this phrase of the “bread 
of the Lord,” to signify the real substance of that element that 
is eaten in the sacrament, and not the proper body of Christ. 

For so St. Jerome uses it,§ when he speaks of corn, of 
which the “ bread of the Lord is made.” 

It is also very observable, that as the Council of Trent (as 
we heard before) makes eating Christ sacramentally and really 
to be the same, and spiritual eating to be of another sort, not 
real, but one would think, rather imaginary: on the quite 
contrary, the Fathers distinguish the sacramental eating from 
the real, and make the spiritual and real eating to be the 


* In c. 66. Esaiz. Dum non sunt sancti corpore et spiritu, nec come- 
dunt carnem Jesu, neque bibunt sanguinem ejus, de quo ipse loquitur ; 
Qui comedit carnem meam et bibit sanguinem meum, habet vitam eter- 
nam. [vol. 4. p. 816. Veron. 1735. ] 

+. Contra Donatist. post collat. c. 6. De ipso paneet de ipsa Dominica 
manu, et Judas partem et Petrus accepit. 

+ Tract. 59. in Joan. Evang. Illi manducabant Panem Dominum, ille 
Panem Domini contra Dominum ; illi vitam, ille poenam. 

§ In Jerem. c. 31. Confluent ad bona Domini super frumento, de quo 
conficitur Panis Domini. [ut supra, vol, 4. p. 1063. ] 
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same ; and they will grant that a bad man may eat Christ 
sacramentally (that is, in sign), but not really; for so none 
but the faithful can do it. 

For thus St. Austin:* “Then will this be, that is, the 
body and blood of Christ will be life to every one, if that which 
is visibly taken in the sacrament, be in the truth itself spiritually 
eaten and spiritually drank.” 

Which in another placet he expresses by the “ visible sacra- 
ment,’ and the “ virtue of the sacrament.”’ 

Again most expressly :{ ‘‘ Christ saying, He that eateth 
my fiesh and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him, 
shews what it is, not sacramentally, but really and in truth, 
to eat Christ’s body and drink his blood.” 

And therefore in the same chapter, § speaking of wicked men, 
he says, ‘‘ Neither can they be said to eat the body of Christ, 
since they are not to be accounted Christ’s members.”’ 

St. Austin again distinguishes the sacramentum rei (the 
sacrament of the thing) from the res sacramenti, the thing of 
which it is a sacrament: ‘The sacrament of this thing—is 
prepared on the Lord’s table, and received from the Lord’s 
table, to some to life, and to others to destruction. But the 
thing itself of which it is a sacrament, is for life to every on 
that partakes of it,and to none for destruction.”’ || 

For as St. Chrysostom phrases it,q ‘‘ He that receives this 
bread, will be above dying.” 

I will conclude this chapter with two remarkable places of 
St. Austin. 

The first is cited by Prosper, who has gathered St. Austin’s 


* Serm. 2. de Verb. Apost. Tunc autem hoc erit, id est, Vita unicuique 
erit corpus et sanguis Christi, si, quod in Sacramento visibiliter sumitur, 
in ipsa veritate spiritualiter manducetur, spiritualiter bibatur. 

+ Tract. 26. in Joan. Quod pertinet ad virtutem Sacramenti, non 
quod pertinet ad visibile Sacramentum. 

t De Civit. Dei, 1. 21.c. 25. Ipse dicens, qui manducat carnem mean 
et bibit sanguinem meum, in me manet et ego in eo, ostendit quid sit, 
non Sacramento tenus, sed revera Corpus Christi manducare et san- 
guinem ejus bibere. 

§ Ibid. Neque enim isti dicendi sunt manducare Corpus Christi; 
quoniam nec in membris computandi sunt Christi. 

|| Tract. 26. in Joan. Hujus rei Sacramentum—in Dominica Mensa 
preparatur, et de Dominica Mensa sumitur, quibusdam ad vitam ; quié 
busdam ad exitium. Res vero ipsa cujus et Sacramentum est, omni homini 
ad vitam, nulli ad exitium quicunque ejus particeps fuerit. 

{ Catena in Joh. 6.49. Tavrne pév roe rie Teopie péTaraBarv, 
avOrEpog EoTae TOV Savarov. 
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sentences: ‘‘ He receives the food of life, and drinks the eup 
of eternity, who abides in Christ, and in whom Christ inhabits. 
For he that disagrees with Christ, neither eats his flesh nor 
drinks his blood; although he takes indifferently every day 
the sacrament of so great a thing to the condemnation of his 
presumption.” * 

The other place is, upon the sixth chapter of St. John: 
“‘ Christ,” says he, “‘ expounded the manner of his assignment 
and gift, how he gave his flesh to eat, saying, He that eateth 
my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I in 
him. The sign that he eateth and drinketh is this, if he 
abides in Christ and Christ in him, if he dwells in him and 
is inhabited by him, if he cleaves to him so as not to be for- 
saken by him.’’+ 

And he concludes with this exhortation :{ “ Let all that 
has been said, Beloved, prevail thus far with us, that we may 
not eat Christ’s flesh and blood in sacrament (or sign) only, 
but may eat and drink as far as to the participation of the 
Spirit, that we may remain as members in our Lord’s body, 
that we may be enlivened by his Spirit,’ &c. 


* Lib. Sentent. ex August. sententia (mihi) 341. vel 339. Escam vitee 
accipit et sternitatis poculum bibit, qui in Christo manet, et cujus 
Christus habitator est. Nam qui discordat a Christo, nec carnem ejus 
manducat, nec sanguinem bibit; etiamsi tants rei Sacramentum ad judi- 
cium suze presumptionis quotidie indifferenter accipiat. [p. 956. Par. 
1711. 

t a, 27. in Joan. in initio. Exposuit (Christus) modum attribu- 
tionis hujus et doni sui, quomodo daret carnem suam manducare, dicens, 
Qui manducat carnem meam, et bibit sanguinem meum, in me manet et 
ego in illo. Signum quia manducat et bibit, hoc est, si manet et manetur, 
si habitat et inhabitatur, si heret ut non deseratur. 

+ Ibid. prope finem. Hoc ergo totum ad hoc nobis valeat, dilectissimi, 
ut carnem Christi et sanguinem Christi non edamus tantum in Sacramento, 
quod et multi mali; sed usque ad Spiritus participationem manducemus et 
bibamus, ut in Domini corpore tanquam membra maneamus, et ejus 
spiritu vegetemur, &c. 
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CHAP. XIV. 
THE FOURTEENTH DIFFERENCE. 


Several usages and practices of the Fathers relating to the 
Eucharist, declare, that they did not believe Transubstan- 
tiation, or the presence of Christ's natural body there ; 
whose contrary practices or forbearance of them, in the 
Roman Church, are the comsequences of that belief. As 
also some things the present Roman Church practises, 
because they believe Transubstantiation and the Corporal 
Presence, and dare not neglect to practise, so believing ; 
which yet the ancient Church did forbear the practice of, 
not knowing any obligation thereto; which plainly argues 
their different sentiments about the Hucharist in those 
points. 


It is possible this argument may have as good an effect to 
open men’s eyes, as any I have urged before, though, I think, 
I have urged very cogent ones. For though some men have a 
faculty eternally to wrangle about the words and sayings of 
others, and to shift off an argument of that kind, yet they 
cannot so easily get rid of an objection from matter of fact, 
and a plain practice. I shall therefore try, by several instances 
of usages and forbearances, in the cases above-named, whether 
we may not see as clearly as if we had a window into their 
breasts, that the ancient Church, and the present Church of 
Rome, were of different minds and opinions in this matter. 

1. Instance.—It was a part of the discipline of the ancient 
Church, to exclude the uninitiated (catechumens), the ener- 
gumeni (acted by evil spirits), and penitents, from being pre- 
sent at the mysteries, and to enjoin all that were present to 
communicate. 

It is so known a case, that the deacons in the churches 
cried aloud to bid such depart, as I before named, when they 
went to the prayers of the mass (which was so called from this 
dismission of catechumens, penitents, &c.), that I shall not 
stay to prove it. (See the Constitutions attributed to Clemens, 
1. 8. cap. 6, 7, 9, 12, and St. Chrysostom, Hom. 3. in Ep. ad 
Ephes. ) 

By the same laws of the Church, those that remained, after 
the exclusion of the rest, were all to communicate; whom the 
author of the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, under the name of 
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Dionysius the Areopagite,* calls, “persons worthy to behold 
the divine mysteries, and to communicate.” 

For this (because it is not so universally acknowledged as the 
former) I shall refer the reader to the second Canon of the 
Council of Antioch,+ which says: “ That they which enter 
into the Church of God, and hear the holy Scriptures, and do 
not communicate in prayers with the people, or turn away 
from receiving the eucharist through any disorderliness, are 
to be cast out of the Church, till they confess their sm and 
repent,” &c. 

Which is the same in sense with that Canon,t} which is very 
ancient (though not Apostolical, as it pretends) : “‘ That all the 
faithful that enter, and hear the Scriptures, and do not continue 
at prayer, and also at the holy communion, are to be separated, 
as those that bring disorder into the Church.” 

St. Chrysostom discharges a great deal of zeal as well as 
eloquence against those persons that were present at the 
eucharist, and: did not communicate:§ “ In vain,” he tells 
them, ‘‘ does the priest stand at the altar when none partici- 
pate ; in vain is the daily sacrifice."-—He minds them, that 
the cryer had said indeed, that ‘those that were in penitence 
(or penance) should depart: but thou,” says he, “art not 
of that number, but of those that may participate (7. e. not 
being hindered by any Church censures as penitents were), and 
regardest it not.” He says, ‘‘ That the king at the marriage- 
supper, did not ask, Why didst thou sit down? But, Why 
didst thou enter?’ And adds, ‘‘ That whosoever (being pre- 
sent) does not receive the mysteries, stands there too boldly 
and impudently.”” The rest is well worthy the reading in that 
Homily. 


* Hierarch. Eccles. c. 3. Mévovor 0 ot re rv Seiwy ero iac cai 
cowwrviac déuot. [vol. 1. p. 192. Venet. 1755. ] 

+ Can. 2. Concil. Antioch. — Kai azoorpepopéivove rv peradn buy 
THe evxapiotiag KaTa Tivad arakiay, rovrovg amoBANnToVE yiveodat 
THc éxkAnotac, &c. 

t¢ Canon. Apostol. 9. I[dvrag rove siswvrag microtc Kai Tov 
ypapay axovovrag mi) WapapévovTag Kal TY MpocEVXT Kai TY ayig 
perarnwe, wo aragiay iumowvytag TY éxkAnolg, apopigersat Yor. 
[Ibid. p. 27.] 

§ Chrysost. Hom. 3. in Ep. ad Ephes. Eixy Suoia Kadnpepivye 
elk TapeoThKapey TP Svovacrnoiw. — door éy peravoig amédSeTE 
mavréec.—Toy Ovvapivwy peTixery Kai od dpovTi<eec— —ov yao 
time, dua ri xarekdivdng; GAG, Ti siohAIEec ;—TaC O py) pETEXWY 
pvoTnpiwy, avaoyiyTwo Kai irapd¢o tornewc. [vol. ll. p. 26. 
Par. 1838. ] 
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Gregory the Great also tells us,* it was the custom in his 
time for a deacon to cry aloud, ‘‘ If any do not communicate, 
let him depart.” There must be no spectators, that is, unless 
they were communicants. For as Justin Martyr + acquaimts 
us, it was the usage of his time, that ‘‘ the deacons reach to 
every one present of the consecrated bread, and wine and water, 
that they may communicate.” 

If we now look upon the practice of the Roman Church, we 
shall find all quite contrary. There they may have as many 
spectators as please to come, when there is but one alone that 
receives the eucharist, I mean the priest. Any one that knew 
nothing of the matter, would conclude, when he saw their 
masses, that they came thither about another business ordi- 
narily than to eat and drink in remembrance of their Saviour ; 
which was the only use that the ancients understood of it. 
They considered it as a sacrament, by institution designed to 
represent Christ’s passion and crucifixion ; these consider the 
presence of his glorified body and his divinity there, and are 
taken up with adoration more than any thing else. That they 
will not abate every day you are present, when the host is 
shewn for that end: but as for the other, the receiving of the 
eucharist, they are satisfied if it be done but once a year. 
The ancients looked upon it as an invitation to a table, where 
the sacrament was to be their meal. ; but here you are called to 
look upon the king present, and sitting im state; and chiefly 
to take care that, upon the sign given, all may fall down to- 
gether and worship him. 

St. Chrysostomt calls it a contumely against him that 
invites one to a feast, to be present and not to partake of it; 
and asks, ‘‘ Whether it had not been better for such a one 
to have been absent 2” | 

But the Council of Trent was of another mind, and their 
opinion is,§ ‘‘ That those masses in which the priest com- 


* Dialog. 1. 2. cap. 23. Si quis non communicat, det locum. [vol. 2. 
p- 253. Par. 1705.] 

t Apolog. 2. Ot dudxovor Oidacw éxdorw THY TapdyTwY pETa- 
AaBsiv ard Tov ebyapLoTHnIévrog dorov, Kai olvov, Kai Voaroe. [p. 83. 
Par. 1742.] 

t Loc. citat. Ob Bédriov TOY ToLtodroy pHde Tapayivesdat ; 

§ Conc. Trid. Sess. 22..c.6. Non propterea Missas illas in quibus 
solus sacerdos Sacramentaliter communicat, ut privatas et illicitas 
damnare, sed probare, atque adeo commendare. [ Labbe, Concil. vol. 14. 
p. 854, Lut. Par. 1672. ] 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. QAY 


municates sacramentally alone, are not to be condemned ‘as 
private and unlawful, but to be approved and commended.” 

And not content with this, they thunder out an anathema * 
against those that say (and let St. Chrysostom look to himself), 
that “such masses are unlawful and to be abrogated.” 

At these masses the novices and catechumens may be pre- 
sent, and no deacon cries out to them to withdraw ; for though 
indeed they may not eat, yet they may worship: and the 
penitents that were excluded, while their penance lasted, from 
so much as seeing the sacrament in the ancient Church ; in this 
Church, the oftener they come for this purpose, the more wel- 
come ; and by direction, when public penance has been enjoined, 
the holy altar has been the place chosen before which to per- 
form it; as their Annals tell us, of one Sangunus, a noted 
courtier in Japan, that for the expiation of a crime, came and 
fell down at the altar, in the church of the royal city, and there 
before the holy sacrament, clawed his back with scourges so 
long as one of the seven penitential psalms was recited. 

These practices, though so contrary to one another, are yet 
natural enough, and well suited to the principles of each 
Church ; but then, it is plai, their principles and opinions 
concerning the sacrament, were widely different ; and that such 
things were never practised of old, was not because Christians 
then wanted their devotion, but their faith. 

2. Instance.—A second practice of the Christian Church of 
old was, giving the communion in both kinds; the cup, that 
is, as well as the bread; though now, by a law of the Roman 
Church (in the Council of Constance and Trent) abolished. 

That the ancient practice was to deliver it in both kinds, has 
been often proved by learned men on our side, and particularly 
by an excellent late discourse against the Bishop of Meauxt 
upon this subject; and has been also acknowledged by the 
learned men of the Roman communion, such as Cassander, 
Wicelius, Petavius, &c. Which makes it needless to insist 
further upon the proof of it. 

We are sure it continued thus even to the age when tran- 
substantiation was established by the Lateran Council, since we 


* Tbid. Can. 8. Si quis dixerit Missas, in quibus solus sacerdos Sacra- 
mentaliter communicat, illicitas esse adeoque abrogandas, anathema sit. 
[p. 856.] 

+ Annal. Japon. ad An. 1579. 

+ Discourse of the Communion in one Kind, in Answer to the Bishop 
of Meaux’s Treatise. 

MOlie® LA R 
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find a whole army of Charles King of Sicily (as the historian* 
tells us), just before they went to the fight against Manfred, 
A.D. 1265 (or 1266, as other historians will have it), ‘all re- 
ceived the body and blood of Christ.” Aquinas agrees, ‘ that 
it was the ancient custom of the Church, that all that com- 
municated of the body, communicated also of the blood.'+ 
But for to prevent spilling the blood,’ he says, “in some 
churches the practice is, that the priest alone communicates in 
the blood, and the rest in the body of Christ.” 

We sce then about what time this grand sacrilege, as P. 
Gelasius calls it,t of dividing one and the same mystery, made 
amore public entry into the Church ; it was when transubstan- 
tiation had been newly made an article of faith; and it was 
very natural that this practice should, within a while, by easy 
steps, be a consequent of that. For transubstantiation makes 
Christ’s flesh and blood (the same which he took of the Virgin, 
and which he had when he was crucified) to be actually and 
corporally present in the eucharist, and that in a glorified state, 
to which divine adoration is due; that is apt to beget a pro- 
found veneration, and a mighty concern, lest any thing con- 
tumelious should happen to that which men justly account so 
very precious. Now it being certain, that the blood which is 
under the species of wine, is subject to those casualties, by 
reason of its fluidity, which the other species is not so liable 
to; and that in the glorified state, the body and blood are 
inseparable ; and therefore that one species (viz. that of the 
bread) contains under it both the body and blood together ; 
what could be more agreeable to such sentiments as these, than 
that men should willingly part with their right, in a matter 
wherein they seem not to be much wronged (being only de- 
prived of a few accidents of wine, when the blood was secured 
to them), to secure the honour of their Saviour. It is true, 
indeed, that the stream of the contrary custom made it difficult 
to remove that at once, notwithstanding this danger of effusion 


* Apud Du Chesne, tom. 5. Hist. Franc. p. 840. citante Dallzo, de 
cultib. Latin. lib. 5. c. 12. Cum exercitus esset in procinctu, Decanum 
Meldensem, associatis sibi Monachis, corpus et sanguinem Christi regiis 
militibus dedisse. 

+ In Joan. 6. Propter periculum effusionis. 

{ Speaking of some persons that taking the Body, abstained from the 
Cup of the Holy Blood, says, Aut integra Sacramenta percipiant, aut 
ab integris arceantur, quia divisio unius, ejusdemque mysterii sine grandi 
Sacrilegio non potest pervenire. Apud Gratian. decret. 3. part. 2. dist. 
[p- 1168. Colon. Munat. 1670. ] 
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of the blood, which they had been wont in all preceding ages 
to receive; therefore the wits of men being set on work by a 
new transubstantiating doctrine, found out some new devices, 
practised first in the cells of the monks; but afterwards, about 
the time of Berengarius, brought into the churches to secure 
that dreadful danger, and yet not deprive the people of com- 
municating in the blood of Christ. 

One was the device of intinction, or steeping the bread in 
the wine, and thus receiving both at once, which as Cardinal 
Cusanus informs us,* though it went not down without great 
contention at the first change from the old practice, yet the 
universal Church, complying with the times, permitted it. 

But it was not long it was thus suffered, for by a decree of 
Pope Urban II. in the Council of Clermont, and by an enforce- 
ment of it by his successor Pope Paschal II. (whose epistle to 
Pontius, abbot of Cluny, concerning this matter, Baronius has 
given ust) this practice was abrogated. 

A second device also, about the same time, was brought into 
play, of sucking the consecrated wine through little pipes or 
canes (called pugillares) like quills; concerning which Cassan- 
der (de Communione sub utraque) gives us an account, and that 
some of them were to be seen in his time. And, indeed, this 
seems to be a sufficient security to the danger of effusion, and 
also prevents that great offence of any drops of blood sticking 
to the beards of people when they drank out of the cup; and 
yet even this would not satisfy, nor any thing else be a suffi- 
cient caution against the profanation of the blood, but only 
debarring the people wholly of it. Yet this way is still used 
by the Pope himself (and I think he has the sole privilege to 
do it), who in that which is called the Missa Papalis, when he 
himself celebrates and communicates, he sucks part of the 
blood through a golden quill.t 

But neither does he always thus communicate, for their 
book of Sacred Ceremonies acquaints us,§ “‘ that when he cele- 


* Epist. 3. ad Bohem. Non parva altercatio in principio mutationis 
illius prioris—tamen universalis Ecclesia, quia ita tempori congruebat, 
populum cum intincto pane communicare permisit. 

+ Baronius Append. ad tom. 12. ad An. 1118. 

~ Cum pontifex Corpus Christi sumpserit, Episcopus Cardinalis por. 
rigit ei calamum, quem Papa ponit in Calice in manibus Diaconi existente, 
et Sanguinis partem sugit. Sacrarum Cerimon. lib. 2. cap. de Missa 
Majori, Papa personaliter celebrante. 

§ Ibid. cap. Si Papa in nocte Nativitatis personaliter celebrat, nor 
sugit sanguinem cum calamo, sed more communi. 

R 2 


al 
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brates personally on the night of the nativity of our Lord, that 
all things are observed that are described in the Papal Mass, 
except that he communicates at the altar alone, and not in his 
eminent and high seat, and does not suck the blood with a 
quill, but takes it after the common manner.” 

But now, after all, what account can we give of the ancient 
Fathers? They apprehended it necessary to receive in both 
kinds in all their public communions, and so they practised. 
Must we not then accuse them, either of great dulness, or 
indevotion? Either that they wanted sagacity, in not appre- 
hending the imminent danger they in their way exposed the 
blood of Christ to; or that they were guilty of a strange care- 
lessness and indifferency, in not preventing it by any of those 
methods which the Roman Church hath found out to do it? 
Truly, for my part, I am inclined to have as great, if not a 
greater opinion of them, in both respects (especially for their 
devotion), than I can have of the Roman Church ; and I am 
the more persuaded hereto, because the Apostles themselves 
must come in to the side of the ancient Church, their practice 
being the same: not to insist upon the deference that ought 
to be paid to that Holy Spirit that we are sure acted them; 
who if there had been any such real danger of profanation, 
by receiving in both kinds, or ever was likely to be any such, 
would not have failed to have given directions to them how 
they should avoid it ; and we cannot think the Apostles would 
not have set down those directions to us in some of their 
writings. But they have not done it; no, not the zealous St. 
Paul, who yet says so much to the careless Corimthians about 
this argument, and tells them, that they “came together, not 
for the better, but the worse ;’ charges them with unworthy 
receiving, and being thereby ‘ guilty of the body and blood of 
the Lord’ (1 Cor. xi.), and that “for this cause many were 
weak and sick among them,” and were ‘ judged of the Lord” 
for their profanations, &c. But this is none of the charges 
against them, nor does he directthem to any of the wise methods 
of the Roman Church for preventing this danger ; though he 
says, what he received of the Lord he delivered to them, 

There is nothing then remains, but that we assign the true 
cause of this different practice; which can be none other but 
the Roman Church’s innovating in their faith about the sacra- 
ment, and altermg so their opinions about the body and blood 
of Christ in the eucharist, that they require a different conduct 
for their devotion ; so that neither the practice of the primitive 
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Fathers, nor the rules of the Apostles, will suit and agree with 
their persuasions and apprehensions. But now the faith of 
the ancient Church in this matter was such, as neither requires 
nor can admit of any alteration like what the Church of Rome 
has made m communicating the people only in one kind. For, 
as I have before proved, they looked upon this sacrament, not as 
an actual exhibition and presentation of the natural and glori- 
fied body of our Saviour, which they believed to be absent and 
contained in the heavens, but as a representation of his crucified 
body, where his blood was separated from his body, and poured 
out of his veins; and that not only the elements, but the 
sacramental actions of breaking the bread, and pouring out the 
wine, and our eating and drinking, were instituted to shew forth 
this painful death of our Lord, and the shedding of his most 
precious blood for the remission of sins. 

By the presence of his glorified body there (as the Roman 
Church believes) this cannot be done, no breaking, nor no parts 
to be made of that, nor no separation of blood, as out of the 
body. But all can be done in the representative body of 
‘Christ, which is the eucharist, all the ends of the imstitution 
can be there fully effected, and the sacrifice on the cross, m 
this image of it, made present to our faith, and to our minds, 
and set lively before us; and by the effects of this upon our 
hearts, while we partake of the elements, through the powerful 
grace of God’s Holy Spirit, we may be prepared to receive all 
‘the blessed fruits and benefits of his passion. 

According to these persuasions, it is plain, there can be no 
abatement of communicating in the cup ; because, without that, 
there is no representation of a crucified body ; for the distinct 
partaking of the blood (not as supposed to be contained and 
received in the other species) is that which alone shews (as I 
said before) the separation that was then made of his body 
and blood. 

3. Instance.—Another practice of the Roman Church dif- 
fering from the ancient, is, the elevation of the eucharist, that 
all present may at once adore it. For thus the Missal* directs : 
«That when the priest comes to the words of consecration, 
and has said, This is my body; then holding the host (as he is 


* Ritus celebr. Missam, cap. 8. Dicit, Hoc est enim Corpus meum, 
Quibus prolatis, celebrans Hostiam tenens inter pollices et indices— 
genuflexus eam adorat. Tune se erigens, quantum commode potest, 
elevat in altum Hostiam, et intentis in eam oculis (quod in Elevatione 
Calicis facit) populo reverenter ostendit adorandam. 
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directed), he kneels down and adores it. Then raising him- 
self as high as he is able, he lifts up the host on high, and fixing 
his eyes upon it (which he does also in the elevation of the cup), 
he shews the host reverently to the people to be adored.” 

This is the present practice ; which the Council of Trent* 
endeavours to countenance, by telling us, ‘that there is no 
doubt but that all Christians, according to the custom always 
received in the catholic Church, ought to give the worship of 
atria (which is supreme worship) to the most holy sacrament 
in their worship of it.”’ 

By which sacrament (as their best interpreters explain it) is 
meant, Totum visibile Sacramentum, all that is visible there 
(together with Christ), and is one entire object, consisting of 
Christ and the species, and must be together adored. But 
whatsoever, besides Christ who is invisible, is visible there, call 
it what you please, is a creature; and I am sure the ancient 
Church never practised the adoration of any such; and it is 
strange impudence to talk of the custom of the catholic Church 
in this matter. Neither can it be shewn by any good testi- 
monies of the ancients that this their elevation, in order to 
adoration, was ever used by them. No, not so much as any 
elevation for any purpose is mentioned by those Fathers, who 
on set purpose have given an account of the rites of communi- 
cating in the first ages of the Church, neither by Justin Martyr, 
nor the author of the Constitutions called Apostolical; nor 
Cyril of Jerusalem, nor the pretended Denis the Areopagite, or 
any other before the sixth century. 

A diligent searcher of antiquity tells us,t ‘that he cannot 
find among all the mterpreters of ecclesiastical offices in the 
Latin Church, the mention of any sort of elevation before the 
eleventh century” (that is, the age of innovation in the faith 
about the eucharist). 

As for the Greeks of later date, in them we may meet indeed 
with an elevation of the eucharist, but for quite other purposes 
than adoration. One of the ends of their elevation is men- 
tioned by Germanus, patriarch of Constantinople,t which was, 


* Sess. 13. c. 5. Nullus dubitandi locus relinquitur, quin omnes 
Christi fideles pro more in Eeclesia Catholica semper recepto, latriz cul- 
tum qui vero Deo debetur, huic sanctissimo Sacramento in veneratione 
adhibeant. [Labbe, ut supra, vol. 14. p. 806.] 

+ Dalleeus de Relig. cult. object. 1. 2. c¢. 5. 

¢ In tom. 2. Bibl. Pat. Gr. Lat.—Tyjy ézi row cravpov two, 
Kai TOY éY AUT Javaroy, Kal AUTHY THY avacragy. 
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to represent Christ lifted up upon the cross, and his death upon 
it, and the resurrection itself. 

Another reason they give is, by the shewing of this food of 
the saints to invite and call them to partake of it. Which 
Nic. Cabasilas gives a full account of,* saying, “ that after the 
priest has been partaker of the sanctified things, he turns to the 
people, and shewing them the holy things (7. e. the bread and 
wine), calls those that are willing to communicate.’ Or, as he 
still more fully explains it, ‘the life-giving bread being re- 
ceived (by the priest) and shewn, he calls those that are likely 
to receive it worthily, saying, Holy things are for the holy.t 
Behold the bread of life which ye see. Run therefore you that 
are to partake of it; but it is not for all, but for him that is 
holy,” &e. 

It is certain then that the Roman practice (when for adora- 
tion they elevate and shew the host) is an imnovation; and 
that it proceeded from the novel doctrines then set on foot in 
the Church is highly probable ; not only because they com- 
menced about the same time; but also because their practice 
suits so exactly with, and springs so freely from those doctrines, 
it being so natural, when such a glorious body as our Saviour’s 
is believed to be made present where it was not before, to be 
wholly taken up with thoughts of adoration and worship above 
anything else ; as it is notoriously true in this Church, where 
the main end of the eucharist, viz. communicating in the body 
and blood of Christ, is strangely neglected ; and they are more 
concerned in carrying the sacrament in processions, in praying 
to it before their altars, in preparing splendid tabernacles where 
it may repose, decking and adorning the places of its residence, 
and the like, than in engaging men to receive it; which was 
the main thing the ancient Church designed, that they might 
worthily partake of it ; and when this was not designed, their 
way was wholly to conceal it. 

4. Instance.—Another practice of the Roman Church dif- 
ferent. from that of the ancient Church, is, that now the com- 
municants’ hands are unemployed in receiving the eucharist, 
and all is put by the priest into their mouths. 

Their hands indeed may bear a part in their adoration, and 
shewing some signs of that, but otherwise they are useless. 


_* In Expos. Liturg. apud Bibl. Pat. Gr. Lat. tom. 2. ‘O 0é ipede pe- 
TACXWY THY ayracparwy, TedG TO TAHOOS émcorpepErat, Kai Oei~ag Ta 
ayia Kadet rovg peracyeiv Bovropévove. 

t Ta dy.a roig aytor. 
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For now since Christ’s body is believed to lie hid under the 
species of bread and wine, that is thought too sacred to be 
touched by the hands of any but the priests. We may there- 
fore conclude fairly, that if the Fathers had not this care to 
forbid this touching by the people’s hands, they had not this 
faith of the Roman Church, that the natural body of Christ is 
in the eucharist ; since if this had been their opinion, in all 
probability their practice would have been the same, since that 
they had an equal concern for their Saviour’s honour cannot 
well be doubted of. 

Now that they gave the sacrament into the people’s hands 
for the space of eight hundred years or more, is clear by their 
testimonies. Of which I will mention only three or four out 
of an hundred that might be given. 

Clemens of Alexandria says,* ‘‘ that when the priests have 
divided the eucharist they permit every one of the people to 
take a portion of it.” 

Tertulhant reproaches the Christian statuaries, ‘that they. 
reached those hands to the Lord’s body, which had made 
bodies for devils.” 

St. Ambrose’s{ story is a known one, how he repelled Theo- 
dosius from the holy table after the slaughter he had made at 
Thessalonica, with these words: ‘“ How wilt thou extend thy 
hands, yet dropping with the blood of an unjust slaughter ? 
How with those hands wilt thou receive the Lord’s most holy 
body ?”” | 

He that will consult Cyril of Jerusalem’s fifth Mystagogical 
Catechism, will find him there directing the communicant how 
to order his hands and fingers in taking the sacrament into 
them, which a Roman master of the ceremonies would not 
have said a word about, being only concerned about the mouth. 

That this manner of receiving was used in the ninth century 
appears by the capitulary of Carolus Mag.,§ who ordered, 
“that all that received the eucharist (acceperint, that is, into 
their hands), and did not take it (swmpserint, that is, ito 


* Stromat. lib. 1. “Exaoroy rov Aaovd AaPéiv THY poipay émtTpé- 
wovot. [p. 318. Venet. 1757. ] 

+ Lib. de Idol. cap. 7.—Eas manus admovere Corpori Domini, que 
Dzmoniis corpora conferunt. 
¢ Apud Theodoret. Hist. Ecclesiast. lib. 5. c. 19.—II@¢ 0& rovad- 
rate vTodéey yEpot TOY OsomOTOU Td Tavayioy cdma; [vol. 3. p. 1046. 

Hal. 1771.] 
§ Capit. Car. M. lib. 7. Placuit ut omnes qui Sacram acceperint 
Eucharistiam, et non sumpserint, ut sacrilegi repellantur. 
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their mouths), should be kept back as sacrilegious persons.’’ 
If they had received it by their mouths only, this distinction 
could not have been made. 

5. Instance.—Another practice, very unagreeable with the 
belief of transubstantiation, is this: that the ancient Church 
was not afraid to administer the eucharistical wine in glass 
vessels and cups; though now it would be a great crime in the 
Church of Rome to do so. 

For that ancient practice 1 might urge that of Tertullian,* 
who, reflecting upon the Church’s indulgence to sinners, men- 
tions the picture of the shepherd carrying the lost sheep on 
his back, drawn on the chalices, which might be seen by all, 
being pellucid. 

To which he opposes,+ afterwards, ‘‘ the Scriptures of that 
Shepherd that could not be broken.” 

As also that of St. Jerome,t where speaking of St. Exuperius, 
he says, ‘‘ Nothing is richer than he who carries the Lord’s 
body in a wicker basket, and his blood in a glass.”’ 

But it is needless to add more testimonies, because the thing 
is confessed by Baronius,§ in his notes upon the Acts of St. 
Donatus, who confesses, ‘‘ that glass chalices seem to have 
been in use from the times of the Apostles.” And says a 
great deal more than I have mentioned to confirm it. 

And that this custom continued long in the Church may be 
concluded from hence, that Baronius can find no earlier pro- 
hibition of it than that of the Council of Rheims, which he 
says was held in the days of Charles the Great. I have 
nothing to do with the commendation he adds of this pro- 
hibition (being concerned only in the matter of fact), saymg, 
“that it was very laudable ;”’ but I do not think it was so merely 
for his reason (06 periculum quod immineret materia fragili), 
*‘ because of the imminent danger in such brittle matter.’ For 
if the custom was as ancient as the Apostles, how came they 
to want that quick sense the Roman Church now has to pre- 
vent that danger? But we may be certain that they, and the 


* Lib. de Pudicit. c. 7, et 10. Procedant ips picture calicum vestro- 
rum, si vel in illis perlucebit interpretatio pecudis illius, utrumne Chris- 
tiano an Ethnico peccatori de restitutione conliniet. 

+ Cap.10.—At ego ejus Pastoris Scripturas haurio, qui non potest frangi. 

¢ Epist. 4. ad Rusticum. Nihil illo ditius, qui Corpus Domini cani- 
stro vimineo, sanguinem portat in vitro. [vol. 1. p. 941. Veron. 1734. | 

§ Notis ad Martyrol. Rom. in August. 7. Atemporibus Apostolorum 
vitreus Calix in usu fuisse videtur. 
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Church after them, that used such glasses, had not the present 
persuasions of this Church about a hidden deity, and the latent 
glorified flesh and blood of Christ in the eucharist, else they 
would have had both the discretion and devotion to have pro- 
vided him a better place of reception. 

Now they have done it in the Canon Law,* enjoining, that 
the cup and patent be, if not of gold, at least of silver (allow- 
ing only pewter in case of great poverty), but ‘in nowise the 
cup must be of brass or copper, the virtue of the wine causing 
a rust that procures vomiting” (which yet one would think the 
blood of Christ, where there is no wine, should not cause), 
**but over a wooden or a glass cup none may presume to say 
mass.” All is very agreeable to their several persuasions. 

6. Instance.—To this let me add another instance, more dif- 
ficult still to be reconciled with the belief of transubstantiation, 
viz. the mixing the blood of Christ with ink for writing things 
of moment. So I call the consecrated wine, according to the 
usual language of the Fathers, giving it the name of Christ’s 
blood ; but it is not possible to believe that they who thus used 
it thought it to be so, any otherwise than by representation ; 
since you can hardly think of a higher profanation, by any 
mixture, than this, of blending the true blood of Christ with 
ink, unless I except the case of mixing it with poison for the 
destruction of persons; and thus Pope Victor II. and Pope 
Victor III. and Henry VII. emperor, all died by receiving 
poison in the sacrament, as is attested by numerous and credible 
historians. 

Taking it therefore for granted, that nobody will have the 
confidence to assert, that they who thus mixed it with ink did 
believe transubstantiation, I shall now set down three remark- 
able instances of a Pope, a General Council, and a King, that 
thus used it. | 

The first is of Pope Theodorus, who as Theophanes (whose 
words Baroniust has given us) relates, when Pyrrhus the 
Monothelite departed from Rome and was come to Ravenna, 
and returned like a dog to his vomit; ‘‘and when this was 
found out, P. Theodorus, calling a full congregation of the 
Church, came to the sepulchre of the head of the Apostles, and 


* Can. ut Calix. dist. 1. de Consecrat.—De ere aut aurichalco non 
fiat Calix, quia ob vini virtutem eeruginem parit, quae vomitum provocat. 
Nullus autem de ligneo, aut vitreo calice presumat missam cantare. 
{Corp. Jur, Canon. p. 1157. Colon. Munat. 1670.] 

+ Ad An, D. 648. sec. 14. 
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asking for the divine cup, he dropped some of the life-giving 
blood into the ink ; and so, with his own hand, made the depo- 
sition of excommunicated Pyrrhus.” Thus Theophanes. 

The next instance is, the doing of the same in the condemna- 
tion and deposition of Photius, patriarch of Constantinople, by 
the Fathers of the 4th Council of Constantinople (which the 
Romanists call the 8th General Council), which is thus related 
by Nicetas in the life of Ignatius :* ‘* The bishops subscribed 
his deposition, not with bare ink, but, which may make one 
tremble (as I have heard it attested by those that knew it), 
dipping the pen in the very blood of our Saviour; thus they 
condemned and exauthorized Photius, and with him all that 
had been ordained by him.” All this was Anno Dom. 869. 

The last example is of a peace or agreement struck up be- 
tween Charles the Bald, and Bernard Count of Barcelona, in 
the same age, related by Odo Aribert (whose fragment Balu- 
zius has given us),+ who tells us, “that agreement at Toulouse 
was confirmed and signed between the King and the Count, 
sanguine eucharistico, with the blood of the eucharist.”’ 
Though notwithstanding this, Charles stabbed Bernard with 
his own hand. 

7. Instance.—The next instance shall be, the different 
practices of the ancient Church and the present Roman, with 
reference to the reservation of the eucharist, after the com- 
munion was ended, and what they did with the remains not 
received. 

Concerning which, for method’s sake, I shall refer all to 
three remarkable differences. 

1. Difference.—What was not reeeived in the eucharist 
by the communicants the ancient Church took no care to 
reserve it; but the new Roman Church reserves all publicly 
that is unreceived, and puts little of it to any uses that are 
sacramental. 

I will not say that there was no reservation of the remains, 
after the eucharist was over, of what had been consecrated and 
not received, even before the innovations took place, which 
were introduced by the Roman Church, because there may 


* Apud Concil. Labbe, tom. 8. pag. 1231. O8 Pir ry pean Ta 
NELDGYAha TOLodpEVoL, AAAA TO HotKwoéoTaTOY, WE THY ELOOTWY aKHKOa 
drvaBeBarovpévwr, Kai iv adbr@ Tov owrHpoe TH aipare BarrovreEc TiyV 
Kadapor, odrwe tEexnoveay Pwrwoy, o'rwe avrov kaTedikacay, kai Tay- 
Tac TOvC KEXELPOTOVHMEVOVE UT avToU. 


+ Notis ad Agobardum, p. 129. 
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perhaps be some instances given of communicating the sick out 
of such remains; and among the Greeks there was also com- 
municating, ex presanctificatis, of what had been consecrated 
before ; but these, I say, were but later customs of the sixth and 
seventh centuries, and both before and after the contrary ‘cus- 
tom did prevail; and where these reservations were they em- 
ployed them to the ends of the sacrament, for to be eaten, and 
not to be adored. 

But as to the most ancient custom of the Church, it is truly 
given by the author of the Commentary upon St. Paul’s 
Epistles among St. Jerome's works.* Who on those words of 
St. Paul (1 Cor. xi.), ‘‘ This is not to eat the Lord’s supper,” 
&c. says thus, “ Meeting in the church they separately made 
their oblations, and after the communion, whatsoever remained 
of the sacrifices there in the church, eating a common supper, 
they consumed them together.” 

But when these common meals ceased, and this way of con- 
sumption with them, the ancient Church had other ways to do 
it. Witness the practice mentioned by Hesychius,+ who ex- 
plaining that place of the law, which required, ‘that what- 
soever of the flesh and bread remained should be burnt with 
fire ;*’ adds, ‘‘which we see also now sensibly done in the 
church: that whatsoever happens to remain (of the eucharist) 
unconsumed, is burnt.” 

Evagriust mentions another different usage, but with the 
same effect, at Constantinople, where, he says, ‘ It was an old 
custom, that when a great deal of the holy parts of the im- 
maculate body of Christ our God remained, they sent for some 
youths that went to school, of an unripe age, who eat them up.” 

Nicephorus Callistus says, that this continued so to his 
time, and that he himself had been one of those youths that 
ate up those particles.§ 

Neither was this a practice of the Eastern Church only, but 
also of the Western, as appears by a canon of a synod of Mas- 


* Tom. 9, Edit. Froben. in 1 Cor. 11. In Ecclesia convenientes suas 
separatim offerebant, et post communionem quiecunque eis de sacrificiis 
superfuissent, illic in Ecclesia communem coenam comedentes pariter con- 
sumebant. [vol. 11. p. 931. Veron. 1742. ] 

+ Lib. 2. in Levit. cap. 8. Quod nunc videmus in Ecclesia sensibiliter 
fri, ignique tradi quaecunque remanere contigerit inconsumpta. 

: Histor. lib. 4. c. 36. “ESo¢ jwatkawyv—Oor’ dv word Tt Xpnpe TOV 
aytwv peeplowy TOU axyoadYTOoV owpmatog Xptorov rot Ocov poy 
EVATOMELVOL, watoac ap0opovg-—TavTa EGILELY. 


§ Lib. 17. Hist. c. 25. 
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eon,* A.D. 585, “ Whatsoever relics of the sacrifice shall re- 
main in the repository after mass is ended, on Wednesdays 
and Fridays, the officers shall bring little children to church, 
and appointing them to fast, they shall receive the said remains 
sprinkled with a little wine.” 

If transubstantiation had been their belief, these had been 
lewd profanations of the Lord’s body. 

The Roman Church therefore having this belief, have or- 
dered matters quite otherwise, all is reserved that remains ; 
the pretence I know is, that they may have the sacrament 
always in readiness to communicate the sick withal; but they 
have been often told, that this is altogether needless, when the 
priests with their portable altars, have leave, upon less occa- 
sions, to celebrate mass privately ; and when so many hundred 
masses in the great churches are daily celebrated, how easily 
may the sacrament immediately (without being reserved) be 
conveyed from one of their altars to such sick persons. 

But whatsoever is pretended, they intend other things more 
suitable to that presence, which they suppose to be there in- 
cluded ; stately tabernacles they prepare upon the alars for his 
repose, with lighted torches burning day and night before it ; 
they come thither, even out of the times of the assemblies, to 
make their prostrations ; for so Cardinal Bellarmine,t among 
the encouragements to make private prayers in temples, gives 
this as one reason, “ because ordinarily in them, besides the 
presence of God, which is everywhere, there is also the presence 
of Christ our Mediator corporally in the eucharist, which in- 
creases the hope and trust of him that prays.”’ 

This is a new way of increasing faith and hope, which the 
ancients were not acquainted with; they waited indeed at the 
altar for that end, when the eucharist was administered, and 
the evident representation and setting forth of Christ before 
their eyes as crucified, was very proper to increase their faith 
and hope: and there in a sacramental sense, while they thus 
received, in the phrase of Optatus, the “ body and blood of 


* Concil. Matiscon. Can. 6. apud tom. 5. Conc. Labb. p. 982. Queecun- 
que reliquiz Sacrificiorum, post peractam Missam in Sacrario supersede- 
rint, quarta et sexta feria innocentes, ab illo cujus interest, ad Kcclesiam 
adducantur, et indicto eis jejunio easdem reliquias conspersas vino 
percipiant. 

+ De Cultu Sanct. 1. 3. c. 4. S. Quinta ratio. Quia in Templis ordi- 

‘marie preter Dei preesentiam, quie est ubique, est etiam presentia Media- 
toris Christi corporaliter in Eucharistia, que certe auget spem et fiduciam 
orantis. 
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Christ did inhabit for certain moments.”’* But these ‘certain 
moments” will not do the business of this Church, which re- 
quires a more constant and fixed residence. They do not think 
their very temples holy and venerable enough without it; for 
among the things that make a temple so, and moreover endue 
it with a kind of a divine virtue, the forenamed Cardinalt 
reckons “ the presence of the body of Christ in the eucharist.”’ 
So that it seems by their opinions and practice, the reserved 
parts of the sacrament are as necessary as those that are 
received. 

Especially if you remember that these reserved parts are 
designed not only to receive their adorations when they come 
to say their prayers before it in the churches, but also when it 
travels abroad, as it does upon many occasions, when none 
have occasion to receive it, nor think of saying their prayers, 
being engaged in the streets about their secular affairs ; yet 
even there, when they happen to meet the eucharist goimg in a 
solemn procession, they must kneel and adore it. We know 
also that there is a peculiar feast instituted (though of a late 
date a.p. 1264) on Corpus Christi Day, on which, with the 
greatest pomp and state imaginable, it is carried about the 
streets and public places to be seen and worshipped. Not to 
mention some extraordinary contingencies, such as the breaking 
out of a great fire suddenly, occasioning the drawing it out of 
its retirement to oppose against and stop its fury. 

Besides, the Pope himself has often need of the reserved 
host, not to take and eat (according to the institution), but to 
take along with him when he, in his pontificals, rides to any 
church, or takes a journey to a city, this always accompanies 
him; and the book of Sacred Ceremonies will give you an 
account of the horse, and the colour of it, upon which it is 
set, with the bell about his neck, and the pompous train, the 
canopy carried over it, and lighted torches before it, &c. 

Let me only add farther, that in that case which is pretended 
to be the great occasion for the reservation of the eucharist, I 
mean, to be in readiness for sick persons, yet even here the 
procession, and the pomp and the magnificence in the convey- 
ing it to such places, and the receiving the adorations of 
all it meets, seems to be as much designed, as the communi- 


* Lib. 6. adv. Donatist. Quid vos offenderat Christus, cujus illic per 
certa momenta corpus et sanguis habitabat? 
t Ibid. cap. 5. sec. Tertio probatur. 
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cating those sick persons; which they will be contented as 
soon to let alone, as to abate those attending ceremonies. 

The ancient Church had very homely practices ; they used 
and suffered in cases of great necessity, things that this Church 
would account incongruous, if not profane. Such as that 
Dionysius of Alexandria* relates concerning old Serapion, 
who, when he lay a dying, sent a young grandchild of his to 
call one of the presbyters of Alexandria to give him the sacra- 
ment: who by reason of illness, not being able to go along 
with him, he made no more ado, but took a little portion of 
the eucharist, and gave it into the youth’s hand, and directed 
him to moisten it, and so to infuse it into his mouth; which 
he did, and immediately upon the swallowing it, the old man 
expired ; I question whether the gentlemen of the Roman 
Church will allow this to be a true communion ; but I believe, 
with their persuasions, they would not follow it for the world. 

We may more than guess so, by a remarkable story Nic. Tri- 
gautius tells us of what was resolved upon by the skilful 
Jesuits, in a case exactly like the former,+ at Pekin in China. 
One Fabius, who had been converted and baptized, being above 
eighty years old, fell sick to death ; and having been confessed 
of his sins, with great earnestness desired to receive the sacra- 
ment for his viaticum ; but there being no convenient place 
at his house to celebrate it in, nor liberty to carry it through 
the streets in pomp and requisite state, they comforted him 
with the consideration of his having made confession of his 
sins, which was necessary ; and told him that he might, with- 
out taking the sacrament, when he was lawfully hindered, go 
to heaven; and so they left him. These admirable casuists, 
you see, determine against communicating the dying person, 
when it could not be performed with the majestic ceremonies 
they desired. 

The priest of Alexandria, and the Fathers m China, differ 
very widely in their practice, and you may be sure their per- 
suasions in this matter were as different ; the man himself 
indeed, he tells us, found a way to get the communion at last, 
by throwing himself into their house, but it was not till they 


* Apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. l. 6. c. 44. 

+ Nic. Trigautii exped. apud Sinas, l. 5. c. 7.p. 503. Neque domi loco 
convenienti celebrari poterat, neque pro majestate per vicos deferri : 
solabantur igitur illum socii necessaria peccatorum confessione perfunctum, 


posse sine viatico, quod legitime impeditus minime susciperet, coelestem 
gloriam introire. 
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had made a little procession within doors; till the tapestry 
was spread on the floor, and the tapers lighted, nothing could 
be done. 

In a word, to persuade people of the necessity of these 
pomps and solemnities in conveying the sacrament to the sick, 
they produce several miracles,* how, when the priests have 
carried the eucharist through fields without attendance, troops 
of asses and mares have run to supply this defect, and having 
first fallen down on their knees to worship the deity he carried, 
they have accompanied him to the place, waited at the sick 
man’s door till all was over, and then marched back again in 
good order with him; God shewing, by these respects paid to 
it by beasts, what he expected much more from men. 

2. Difference, relates to what was received in the eucharist ; 
wherein we also see a plain disagreement in the usages of the 
Primitive, and the present Roman Church. Which is this; 
the ancient Church allowed great liberty privately to reserve 
what had been publicly received in the eucharist : which would 
be now a great crime in the Roman Church; so far from being 
allowed. 

It is undeniable, that anciently this was allowed (whether 
they did well or ill in it is not at all the question, but con- 
cerning the matter of fact). St. Basilt thinks that the custom 
took its rise from times of persecution, when Christians were 
forced to flee into deserts, and live in solitude, having not the 
presence of a priest to communicate them, they had the sacra- 
ment reserved by them, and communicated themselves. But 
he says (even when the reason ceased), this became afterwards 
an inveterate custom. And in Alexandria and Egypt, “the 
laics commonly had the sacrament by them in their own 
houses ;’t{ and, he says expressly, this which they so reserved 
per éLovatac ardone, ‘ with all liberty (as his phrase is), was a 
particle received from the priest’s hand in the church.” 

So Nazianzen says of his sister Gorgonia:§ ‘ Whatsoever of 
the antitypes of the precious body and blood of Christ her 
hand had treasured up,” &c. 


* See the School of the Eucharist. Title, Asses and Mares, &c. 

t+ Epist. 289. 

+ Ibid. Kai rév tv Aap TedovyTwWY, we imi Td wrEoTOY, EXEL 
Kowwviay éy TO olkp abTou.—év TY éixkAynoia 6 Lepede éerdidoor THY 
peotoa, &c. [vol. 3. p. 267. Par. 1839. ] 

§ Orat. 11. Kai eixov ri réy aytirizwy Tov Titov Gwparog, i TOU 
aiparoce 9 xeip EXnoavproey, &c. [vol. 1. p. 187. Par. 1630. | 
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Which very phrase intimates, that at several times she had 
reserved and made a collection of the consecrated elements. 

Tertullian supposes it a common practice in his time, when 
he says,* ** Thy husband will not know what it is thou tastest 
secretly before all other meat,” &c. 

It is true indeed, that in the Councils of Saragosa and 
Toledo in Spain, this was prohibited in the fourth century, 
upon occasion of the Priscillianists, who did receive the com- 
munion as others did, and reserved it, and so could not be 
discovered, though they never took it: against whom learned 
men think those Councils made those canons which anathema- 
tized those that received, but did not take it down, but reserved 
it. However, the foresaid custom still prevailed in other 
places, as might be shewn, if it were needful, as far as the 
eleventh century. As for the present Church this is wholly a 
stranger to them; they will have no remains kept anywhere 
but upon the public altars, where no hand must touch them 
but the priest’s. The Council of Trent} will not allow the 
sanctimoniales, the very nuns in their choirs, or in any places 
within their cloister (intra chorum vel septa monasterii), to 
keep it by them, but only in publica ecclesia, notwithstanding 
any former grants and privileges. And a great man,} speaking 
of the former usages, says, ‘If any layman now should dare to 
do so, he would be accounted guilty of a crime to be expiated 
by a grievous punishment, as a profane violator of the most 
holy sacrament.” 

But if it be so great a crime with them to reserve it when 
they have received it ; what will they say to the next difference 
IT shall now mention ? 

3. Difference.—That among the ancients, what was so pri- 
vately reserved, was put to such uses as the present Roman 
Church must abhor, because they are direct affronts to the be- 
lief of transubstantiation, and the corporal presence. | 

It appears by St. Cyprian (lib7. de Lapsis), that the very 
women in his time had liberty to take the eucharist home with 
them, and dispose of it as they pleased; and the woman he 
‘there speaks of, that locked it up in her chest, had not .the 


* Lib. 2. ad Uxor. Non sciet maritus quid secreto ante omnem cibum 
gustes, &c. 

+ Sess. 25. cap. 10. [Labbe, Concil. ut supra, vol. 14. p. 900. ] 

{ Petavius de Poenit. J. 1. c. 7. Si quis nunc Laicus simile quid auderet, 
_ is apud nos censeretur gravi poena expiandi criminis reus, veluti sanctissimi 
Sacramenti profanus temerator. 

VOL. IX. S 
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Roman opinion of a latent deity, which such usage ill agrees 
with, or rather affronts. 

Neither had Cyril of Jerusalem* their persuasions, when he 
advises his communicant, ‘whilst his lips were wet and dewy,” 
with what he had drank in the cup, with his hands to touch 
his eyes and forehead, and the rest of the organs of his senses 
for their sanctification. 

But what Gorgonia, Nazianzen’s sister, did with the remains 
of the antitypes of Christ’s body and blood, exceeds it ; when, 
as he reports of her, to her commendation,+ she mixed them 
with her tears, and anoimted her whole body with it, for the 
recovery out of a grievous disease. 

A like story to which St. Austin gives us,{ of the mother of 
one Acacius, who was born with closed eyes, which a physi- 
cian advised should be opened with an instrument of iron ; but 
she refused, and cured him with a cataplasm, or plaster made 
of the eucharist. 

In honour to our Saviour, we find a woman anointing his 
body ; but to make his body an ointment for hers, or to make 
it into a medicine, is but coarse usage of it, and such as none 
would adventure upon that was persuaded it was a deified 
body. 

The old custom which Eusebius mentions,§ of sending the 
sacrament from one bishop to another, as a token of peace and 
communion, seems to argue but little good manners (with the 
Church of Rome’s opinions concerning it); for though God 
sent his Son on a blessed errand and embassy, it looks too 
saucy for us to send him on ours. 

What indecencies would this Church justly fear the body 
of Christ would be subject to, if there were that permission 
that was granted of old to carry the eucharist along with them 
in their voyages at sea? Yet this, Pope Gregory the Great tells 
us, was practised by Maximianus and his companions returning 
from Constantinople to Rome ; and being in a tempest in the 
Adriatic sea, ‘‘they gave one another the Pax, received the 


* Catech. Mystag. 5. “Ere dé voridog évodtone roic yeidect cov. [p. 
232. Venet. 1763. ] 

+ Orat. 11. @appakp rovrp rd wav cipa éraXsipovoa, &e. [ut 
supra. | 

‘ Lib. 3. secundi op. adv. Jul. Neque hoc permisisse religiosam 
matrem suam, sed id effecisse ex Eucharistie cataplasmate. 

§ Lib. 5. Hist. Eccles. c. 24. “AAG adroi pr) rNpovyTEC ot TPd Gov 
moeoBUTEMOL, TOI ATO THY TapoiKiay THOOVEL ExEUTOY EvYapLOTiaYy. 


(vol. 2. p. 1125. Par. 1690.] 
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body and blood of their Redeemer, recommending every one 
himself to God.” * 

But that which St. Ambrose informs ust of his brother 
Satyrus, was still more bold: ‘‘ Who being shipwrecked at 
sea, and not yet having been baptized, lest he should die with- 
out the mystery, he begged of some of those that were bap- 
tized, to let him have that divine sacrament of the faithful 
(the custom then being to have it reserved about them), which 
they granting, he put it up in his handkerchief, which he then 
tied about his neck, and so threw himself into the sea.” 

Whatsoever conceits Satyrus might have when he borrowed 
it, yet those that bestowed it could never think fit (with the 
foresaid belief) to deliver it into the hands of one not yet a 
perfect Christian, nor to be tied about his neck in a cloth, that 
I suppose was no corporal (as they call it), to be exposed to 
the dashing of sea-waves, like a bladder or a cork to keep him 
from drowning. 

But there is a more irreconcileable practice of the ancients 
with the present belief, with which I shall end this particular 
about reservation of the sacrament. It is the custom of bury- 
ing the reserved parts of it with their dead bodies. The 
author of the life of St. Basilf tells us, “that he kept a par- 
ticle of the eucharist to be buried with him ; and left it so to be 
by his last will.” 

St. Gregory$ tells a strange story of a youth that was a 
monk, who going out of St. Benet’s monastery without his 
benediction, suddenly was found dead; and being buried, the 
next day was forced out of his grave, and a second time was 
found so after burial: whereupon, says he, ‘‘they ran weeping 
to St. Benet, praying him to bestow his blessing upon him. 
To whom that man of God gave the communion of the Lord’s 


* Dial. 1. 3. c. 36.—Sibimet pacem dedisse, corpus et sanguinem Re- 
demptoris accepisse ; Deo se singulos commendantes. [vol. 2. p. 358. 
Par. 1705.] 

+ Orat. de obitu fratris. Priusquam perfectioribus esset initiatus 
mysteriis, in naufragio constitutus—ne vacuus mysterii exiret é vita, quos 
initiatos esse cognoverat, ab hic Divinum illud fidelium sacramentum 
poposcit—ligari fecit in orario, et orarium involvit in collo, atque ita se 
dejecit in mare. [p. 193. Par. 1659.] 

¢ Vita Basil. c. 6. Tv dé (uepida) éptrakev ovvtrapiva airy. 

§ Dialog. 1. 2. c. 24. — Quibus vir Dei manu sua protenus commu- 
nionem Dominici corporis dedit, dicens, Ite atque hoc Dominicum corpus 
super pectus ejus ponite, et sic sepulturee eum tradite. Quod dum 
factum fuisset, susceptum corpus ejus terra tenuit, nec ultra projecit. 
[ut supra, p. 256. ] 
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body, saying, Go and lay this body of our Lord upon his 
breast, and so bury him.” They did so, and then he kept 
his grave, and the earth threw him out no more. 

I know that there are several canons of Councils, made 
against this practice (as the twentieth canon of the Council of 
Carthage, and the eighty-third canon of the sixth General 
Council at Constantinople in Trullo); upon which last canon 
Zonaras observes, éSoc jv tadauy, &e. “ that it was an ancient 
custom to deliver the Lord’s body to dead bodies.” 

But then methinks it is very observable, that the reason 
why the Fathers prohibit it, is not such a one as would be given 
in the Roman Church, from the horrible profanation and con- 
tumely in thus using the Lord’s body (as it would be if it 
were truly and properly there, and no bread remaining): but 
their reason is from hence, ‘“‘ because it is written, Take and 
eat ; but dead carcases can neither take nor eat.”’ 

But notwithstanding all these prohibitions, the old custom 
continued afterwards; for those that write the lives of saints, 
and tell us of the translating of their bodies from one place to 
another, inform us, that they have found pieces of the eucharist 
uncorrupted, lying in their grave. As Surius* tells us in the 
life of Othmarus, “ that when he came to be translated 
some years after he was buried, they found under his head, 
and about his breast, little pieces of bread, which were with 
much reverence laid by his body again.” 

The like does Amalariust report (citing Bede for it), that 
the same was practised when St. Cuthbert was buried: “ His 
head bound with a napkin, the eucharist laid upon his holy 
breast, with his sacerdotal habit upon him,” &c. 

It is little less than a demonstration, that they that thus 
treated the sacrament, did not believe it contained a hidden 
Deity under the species of bread and wine ; for sure they would 
not then have thus used the Lord of life and glory, to imprison 
him, as it were, and suffer him to lie buried with the putrid 
carcases of the dead. 

8. Instance.—The last instance of differing practices in the 
two Churches, shall be, ‘ In their over solicitousness to prevent 
any accidents that might happen in the administration of the 
eucharist ; their frights when any such thing does happen, and 


* Surius vit. Othmar. ad Nov. 16. Eas venerabiliter assumens sacro 
corpori apposuit. 

+ De Div. Offic. 1. 4. c. 41. Oblata super pectus Sanctum posita, vesti- 
mento Sacerdotali indutum, &c. 
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the expiations required for negligence to purge such crimes; 
such as we have no footsteps of in any of those cases in the 
ancient Church. 

As to. the first of those cases, I have somewhat prevented 
myself, in what I before have shewn, of their devices of intinc- 
tion, sucking the sacraments through pipes ; and, which is 
worst of all (out of this abundant caution), denying the people 
the cup. Here therefore I shall mention other cautions, such 
as those which tend to prevent any fragments falling off from 
the bread of the eucharist, that no crumbs may have any dis- 
honour done to them, by being left unregarded, but either may 
be received or reserved. 

To this end, they have altered the ancient custom of provid- 
ing common bread, suchas is of ordinary use, for the sacrament, 
and require that it be unleavened, because this is less apt to 
break into crumbs, and cleaves better together in its parts. 
And though they do not say that there is no sacrament where 
leavened: bread is used, yet the Missal* affirms, ‘‘ That he that 
consecrates in this does grievously sin ;” and herein they have 
raised (since the days that transubstantiation was forming into 
a doctrine of faith) and maintained a great controversy with 
the Greek Church, which does not use their azyms, no more 
than the ancient Church did. They have also invented, about 
the same time, and still use, those little round wafers (as they 
are commonly called), which is that which they consecrate for 
the bread of the sacrament, and take care hereby to prevent 
breaking into crumbs; for they never break them for dis- 
tribution, but put them whole into the communicants’ mouths ; 
whereas the ancient practice was, to provide one whole loaf of 
substantial bread, and to divide this into parts, and break it for 
to be distributed among them all. But these hostiole, little 
hosts, are brought to such a tenuity, that they are the next 
door to what they call species, having scarce any substance, 
and deserve not properly the name of bread, as a learned mant 
has shewn. The very Missal (Loc. citat. n. 7.) supposes, that 
they may easily disappear, and that a wind may carry them 
away, for that is one of the cases it mentions (aut vento, aut 
miraculo, vel ab aliquo animali accepta). 

It is easy to shew, that all this caution to prevent falling 
crumbs is perfect nonsense, according to their principles, 
since the true body of Christ cannot be broken or crumbled 


* De Defectibus, c. 3. n. 3. Conficiens graviter peccat. 
+ Vossius in Thes. Theol. Disp. 19. de 8. Coenze Symb. 
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into bits, which is the only substance remaining; the rest, 
which they call species, bemg mathematical lines and colours 
only, and no matter under them ; a whole world of them can 
never make up a crumb of bread, or any fragment, and yet 
these are they about which such superabundant caution is 
used; which are mentioned in the Missal. 

To name a few. When the priest that celebrates does 
communicate himself, it is then only that he breaks the host 
into three parts, one of which he puts into the cup, and after 
he has taken the other two which are upon the patin, he is 
directed* ** to take the patin, to view the corporal (or cloth 
spread under it), to gather up the fragments with the patin, if 
there be avy on it, and with his thumb and forefinger of his 
right hand, to wipe the patin carefully over the chalice, and 
also his fingers, lest any fragments remain on them.” 

Then for the hosts that are reserved to another time, after 
the priest has taken them off from the corporal, and put them 
into the vessel appointed for them, he is directed to mind care- 
fully,+ “‘lest any fragment, the least imagmable, remain upon 
the corporal ; and if there be any, carefully to put them into 
the chalice.” 

When he has taken the cup, with the third particle of the 
host put into it, “he must purify himself, drmking some 
wine poured into the cup by the minister that attends; then 
with wine and water must wash his thumbs and forefingers 
over the cup, and must wipe them with the purificatory ; then 
he must drink off the oblation (wherein he washed) and wipe 
his mouth and the chalice with the purificatory.”’ 

Such like also are the cautions given when the people have 
communicated :§ “If the hosts were laid upon the corporal, 
the priest wipes it (or sweeps it) with the patin; and if there 
were any fragments on it, he puts them into the chalice. The 
minister also holding in his right hand a vessel with wine and 
water in it, and in his left a little napkin (mappulam), does 
reach the purification (to wash their mouths) to them, a little 
after the priest, and the little napkin to wipe their mouths.” 

The communicants also are directed,|| after receiving, “ not 
presently to go out of the church, or talk, or look about care- 
lessly ; nor to spit, nor read aloud prayers out of a book, lest 
the species of he sacrament should fall out of their mouths.’’ 


* Missal. Rom. ritus celebr. Missam, c. 10. sect. 4. 
+ Ibid. sect. 15. t Ibid. sect. 5. § Ibid. sect. 6. 
{ See the Rom. Ritual, de 8. Eucharist. 
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All this is preventing care: but now when accidents do 
happen, they seem, by their ordering matters, to be in a fright- 
ful concern ; and strange things are to be done, if possible, to 
make an honourable amends. 

In the last chapter I have given the reader some instances 
of those strange things, and will here only add two cases which 
the Roman Missal provides for. 

The first is, ‘‘ If a consecrated host, or any part of it, should 
fall to the ground,” the direction is,* “ that it be reverently 
taken up, and the place where it fell must be cleansed, and a little 
scraped away, and such dust or scrapings must be put in the 
holy repository. If it fell without the corporal upon the 
napkin (mappam) or any ways upon any linen cloth, such 
napkin, or linen, must be carefully washed, and that water 
poured out into the holy repository.”’ 

The second case is,+ ‘‘ When by negligence any thing of the 
blood is spilt. If it fell upon the earth, or upon a board, it 
must be licked up with the tongue, and the place scraped suf- 
ficiently, and such scraping be burnt, and the ashes laid up in 
the repository. But if it fell upon the altar-stone, the priest 
must sup up the drop, and the place be well washed, and that 
water cast into the repository. If it fell upon the altar-cloths, 
and the drop sunk as far as the second or third cloth, those 
cloths must be thrice washed where the drop fell, putting the 
cup underneath to receive the water, and that water thrown 
into the foresaid place.” And so it directs to such washing 
when it falls upon the corporal alone, or the priest’s gar- 
ments, &c. 

I cannot but here annex also the Constitution which the 
reader may find in the Appendix to the History of the Church 
of Peterborough, p. 344 (being the first of two there set 
down), directing what is to be done, when any negligence 
happens about the Lord’s body and blood, and how to expiate 
the crime. 

“‘ When there is so great negligence about the Lord’s body 
and blood, that it happens to fall downward, or into any place 
where it cannot be fully perceived whither it fell, and whether 
any of it came to the ground, let the matter be discovered as 
soon as may be to the abbot or prior, who taking some of the 
friars with him, let him come to the place where this has 
happened ; and if the body shall have fallen, or the blood have 


* Missal. Rom. de Defect. Missz, c. 10. sect. 15, 
+ Ibid. c. 10. sect. 12. 
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been spilt upon stone, or earth, or wood, or mat, or tapestry, 
or such like, let the dust of the earth be gathered, part of that 
stone be scraped, part of that wood, mat, tapestry, or the like, 
be cut away and cast into the holy repository. But if the 
place where it fell cannot be plainly discovered, and yet it 
appear that it fell downwards, in that place, and about the 
place where it is thought chiefly to have fallen, let there be 
the like gathering, scraping, cutting away, and casting into 
the holy repository. Then they by whose negligence this has 
happened, in the next chapter shall humbly declare their fault, 
and on their naked bodies receive judgment (judicium nudi 
suscipiant), and penance be enjoined them, either of fasting, or 
whipping, or rehearsing so many psalms, or such like. Which 
persons going back to their places from their punishment (de 
judicio), all the priests then present shall rise up, and with all 
devotion offer themselves to receive punishment. Then he 
that holds the chapter shall detain seven of them, which he 
pleases to choose, to receive the judgment (of whipping), and 
command the rest to go away. The chapter bemg ended, all 
prostrating themselves together, shall say seven penitential 
psalms in the monastery, beginning to sing them as they go 
out from the chapter. Then shall follow after the psalms, the 
Pater Noster, with these chapters and collects: ‘Let thy 
mercy, O Lord, be upon us. Remember not our iniquities.’ 
‘The Lord be with you. Let us pray.’ ‘Hear, O Lord, our 
prayers, and spare the sins of those that confess themselves to 
thee ; that they whose guilty consciences do accuse them, thy 
merciful pardon may absolve them.’ Or that other collect, 
‘QO God, whose property is always to have mercy;’ or such 
other collect for sins. 

“‘ But if the blood fell upon the corporal, or upon any clean 
cloth, and it be certain whither it fell, let that part of the cloth 
be washed in some chalice, and the first water it was washed 
in be drunk off by the friars ; the other two washings be cast 
into the repository. The said fault must be diseovered in the 
first chapter, but they alone, by whose negligence this has 
happened, shall receive the foresaid discipline, but all the 
friars shall say over in the monastery all the seven psalms, 
with the chapters and collects, as was said before. If that 
day, the short one for the dead shall be read in the chapter, 
let them first sing the words going into the church: after that 
the seven psalms, as aforesaid. But if im any other manner a 
lighter neghgence shall happen relating to this sacrament, the 
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friar, by whose fault it happened, shall be punished with a 
lighter revenge, at the discretion of the abbot or prior.”’ 

Thus I have given a sufficient specimen of the strange 
caution and fears the Roman Church are under, lest any thing 
should happen, even to the very least particle or drop of the 
sacrament, that is dishonourable: and indeed, their caution is 
very agreeable to their persuasions, as I have before often 
hinted. 

But now if we turn our eyes upon the ancient Church, 
though we cannot question either their devotion or reverent 
behaviour in all acts of religious worship, and particularly in 
this great one ; yet there is not to be found any such scrupulo- 
sities about minute things ; nor such frightful apprehensions 
in the case of unforeseen accidents, nor such expiations as we 
have before heard of. They did not forbear to use the common 
bread (as I said before), though it might be more liable to 
crumble; they took their share from one common loaf; they 
received the wine without intinction, or sucking it through 
pipes, &c. which are all later inventions, since the faith was 
innovated concerning the eucharist. 

But because this is only a negative argument, I will there- 
fore add a positive one, to demonstrate that the ancients were 
far from these scrupulosities ; and also that they came into the 
Church with transubstantiation, and not before: viz. the 
practice of communicating infants. It is not my business here 
to prove, that this was the common usage in the Church, from 
the times of St. Cyprian at least, even to later ages, which has 
been done effectually by others,* and is acknowledged by our 
adversaries, 

Maldonate+ the Jesuit owns, that it continued in the Church 
for six hundred years. 

And Cardinal Perront grants, “that the Primitive Church 
gave the eucharist to infants as soon as they were baptized :’ 
and that Charles the Great, and Lewis the Pious, both testify 
that this custom remained in the West in their age, that is, in 
the ninth century in which they lived. But it went down 
lower, even to two ages after Charles the Great. For that 
epistle of P. Paschal II. (which I mentioned in another chapter), 
given us by Baronius, at the end of his last tome (Ad Ann. 
1118, when that Pope died), wherein he forbids intinction of the 


* See Mr. Chillingworth’s Additional Treatises, in 4to. 
t Comm. in Joan. 6. 53. 
t De loc. August. c. 10. 
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bread in the wine, and requires that the bread and wine should 
be taken separately ; gives us also this exception (preter in 
parvulis ac omnino infirmis, qui panem absorbere non possunt), 
that it ‘‘may be allowed to little children, and those extremely 
weak, that cannot get down the bread:’”’ which had been a need- 
less provision for them, if infants had not then received the 
sacrament. 

This being then a certain and confessed thing, that infants 
received the eucharist, I refer it to the conscience of any 
Romanist, whether he can think the ancients had any of their 
aforesaid fears, and nice scrupulosities, about the accidents 
that might happen to the consecrated elements, which in that 
practice could not be prevented; it bemg impossible, where 
sucking children receive either bread or wine, to hinder the 
happening of something which the Church of Rome will call 
highly dishonourable to the sacrament. For to instance in a 
case which St. Cyprian* mentions, of a Christian little girl, 
that by her nurse’s wickedness had received polluted bread in 
an idol’s temple, and afterwards was brought by the mother, 
knowing nothing, into the church to receive the communion. 
He relates how the child, when its turn came to receive the 
cup, turned away its face, shut its lips and refused the cup. 
But the deacony persisted, and though it strove against it, 
did infuse into it of the sacrament of the cup. ,Then followed 
sighing and vomiting ; the eucharist could not remain in a 
body and mouth that had been profaned. 3 

How would a Romanist start at the thoughts of pouring the 
sacrament, as this deacon did (who sure was a Zuinglian), into 
the mouth of a struggling child? But here is no mention 
of any concern about that, or what happened upon it; from 
whence it is natural to conclude, that the ancients in this 
common case having none of this Church’s scruples and fears, 
they had none of their faith; for they must have had 
more caution, if they had had their opinion about the eu- 
charist. 

It is also very observable, to confirm what I have said, that 
though we can trace the custom of communicating infants, as 
far as to the age when the transubstantiating doctrine was set 
on foot, and ready to be formed into an article of faith; yet 


* Lib. de Lapsis. 

+ Ibid. Perstitit Diaconus, et reluctanti licet de Sacramento Calicis 
infudit. Tunc sequitur singultus et vomitus ; in corpore atque ore violato 
Eucharistia permanere non potuit. 
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here we are at a full stop, and can go no further, for this begat 
such scruples and fears, that made this quickly give place and 
vanish, which had so many hazards attending it, and we hear 
no more of it since that in the Latin Church ; but other great 
Churches, that have not made this an article of their faith, 
still retain the old custom (though they err therein) of com- 
municating infants. As the Greek Churches, the Muscovites, 
Armenians, Habassins, Jacobites, &c. concerning which see 
Daillée de Cultib. Latin.\.5.c.4. Thomas a Jesu de Convers. 
gentium, |. 7.c.5.etc.18. Ludolfi Histor. Athiop. |. 3.c. 6. 
sect. 37, 38. Histor. Jacobitarum, Oxon. cap. 9. See also 
Father Simon’s Critical History of Religions, concerning the 
Georgians, cap. 5. p. 67, 71. Nestorians, p. 101. Cophtites, 
p. 114. Armenians, c. 12. p. 128. 


CHAP. XV. 


THE FIFTEENTH DIFFERENCE. 


The old Prayers in the Canon of the Mass concerning the 
Sacrament, agree not with the present faith of the Roman 
Church: and their new Prayers to the Sacrament have no 
countenance from the Ancient Church. 


Ir is to no purpose to inquire, who was the author of the 
Canon of the Mass, when Wallafridus Strabo* (who lived in 
the middle of the ninth century) tells us, “it was a thing to 
him unknown.” Seeing also he adds, “that it had been 
enlarged, not only once but often ;” it is as vain to ask after 
its age. 

The same also the Abbot Bernot says: ‘It was not one 
man that composed the canon all of it, but at several times 
another interposed and added another thing.”’ 

And as they added, so also I doubt not but they altered 
many things, as we may guess by that remarkable difference, 
betwixt what the author of the Book of Sacraments, under the 


* De Reb. Ecclesiast. cap. 22. Quis primus ordinaverit, nobis ignotum 
est. Auctum tamen fuisse, non semel sed sepius ex partibus additis 


intelligimus. 
+ Berno Ab. Augiens. de Rebus ad Missam spectant. c. 1. Attamen ip- 
sum Canonem non unus solus composuit totum, sed per tempora aliud 


alius interposuit vel adjecit. 
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name of St. Ambrose,* cites as the prayer in his time, and 
what we now find in it (speaking of the oblation) ; it was then, 
** Make this oblation to us allowable. rational, acceptable, which 
is the figure of the body and blood of Christ our Lord :’”’ 
which now is turned into this prayer, that the “ oblation may 
be made to us the body and blood of thy dear Son our Lord.” 

But yet to take the canon as now it is, we shall find the 
prayers of it not capable of being reconciled with the present 
faith of the Roman Church, and with transubstantiation. 

To give some instances. 

Thus they pray in the canon, immediately after the words of 
consecration : 

+ “ Wherefore we, O Lord, thy servants, and yet thy holy 
people, being mindful, as well of the blessed passion, as also 
of the resurrection from the dead, and of the glorious ascension 
into heaven, of the same thy Son our Lord Jesus Christ ; do 
offer to thy most excellent Majesty, out of thy own donations 
and gifts, a pure sacrifice, an immaculate sacrifice, the holy 
bread of eternal life, and the cup of everlasting salvation. 

t « Upon which (gifts) vouchsafe to look with a propitious 
and serene aspect; and to accept them as thou didst vouchsafe 
to accept the gifts of thy child, the righteous Abel, and the 
sacrifice of our patriarch Abraham ; and the holy sacrifice, the 
immaculate hostie, which thy high priest Melchizedek did 
offer to thee. 

§ “Almighty God, we humbly beseech thee, command these 


* Lib. 4. de Sacram. cap. 5. Fac nobis hanc Oblationem adscriptam, 
rationabilem, acceptabilem, Quod est Figura corporis et sanguinis Do- 
mini nostri Jesu Christi. Quam Oblationem tu Deus in omnibus que- 
sumus benedictam, adscriptam, &c. facere digneris, Ut nobis corpus et. 
sanguis fiat dilectissimi tui Filii D. N. J. Christi. 

+ Can. Miss. Unde et memores, Domine, nos servi tui, sed et plebs tua 
sancta ejusdem Christi Filii tui D. N. tam beate passionis, necnon et ab 
inferis resurrectionis, sed et in coelos gloriose ascensionis ; Offerimus pree- 
claree majestati tuze de tuis donis ac datis, Hostiam puram, hostiam im- 
maculatam, Panem sanctum vite eeterne, et Calicem salutis perpetue. 

¢ Supra que propitio ac sereno vultu respicere digneris: et accepta 
habere, sicuti accepta habere dignatus es munera pueri tui justi Abel, et 
sacrificium Patriarch nostri Abrahe, et quod tibi obtulit summus Sa- 
cerdos tuus Melchisedeck, sanctum Sacrificium, immaculatam Hostiam. 

§ Supplices te rogamus, omnipotens Deus, jube bec perferri per manus 
sancti Angeli tui in sublime Altare tuum, in conspectu Majestatis tue, ut 
quotquot ex hac altaris participatione Sacrosanctum Filii tui corpus et san- 
guinem sumpserimus, omni benedictione ceelesti et gratia repleamur. Per 
eundem J. Christum D. N. 
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things to be carried by the hands of thy holy angel to thy 
high altar, before thy Majesty, that as many of us, as by his 
partaking of the altar, have received the most holy body and 
blood of thy Son, may be filled with all heavenly benediction 
and grace, by the same Jesus Christ our Lord. 

* « Vouchsafe also to bestow on us sinners—some part and 
society with thy holy Apostles, &:.—into whose society we 
entreat thee to admit us, not weighing our merit, but bestowing 
pardon on us. Through Christ our Lord. 

+ “ By whom, O Lord, thou dost always create, sanctify, 
quicken, bless, and bestow on us all these good things.” 

Immediately after ali have communicated, this follows : 

t “ What we have taken with our mouth, O Lord, may we 
receive with a pure heart ; and of a temporal gift, may it be 

made to us an eternal remedy.” 

While the priest is washing his thumbs and forefingers over 

the cup, with wine and water, and wiping of them, he is bid 
to say: 
§ “Let thy body, O Lord, which I have taken, and thy 
blood which I have drunk, cleave to my entrails, and grant 
that the stain of my crimes may not remain in me, whom pure 
and holy sacraments have refreshed. Who livest,” &c. 

All these prayers I have cited, the reader must remember, are 
after consecration ; upon which immediately, according to the 
present faith of the Roman Church, the substance of bread 
and wine is destroyed, and nothing but the species and shadows 
of them remain; and now Christ, instead of them, becomes 
present there in his body, and soul, and divinity. This is 
their faith. But it is impossible to reconcile this to those 
foregoing prayers. For at the beginning of the canon, they 
pray,|| that “‘ God would accept and bless these donations and 


* Nobis quoque peccatoribus—partem aliquam et societatem donare 
digneris cum tuis sanctis Apostolis—intra quorum nos consortium, non 
gestimator meriti sed veniz, quesumus, largitor admitte. Per Christum 
DN: 

+ Per quem hxc omnia, Domine, semper bona creas, sanctificas, vivi- 
ficas, benedicis et preestas nobis. 

+ Quod ore sumpsimus, Domine, pura mente capiamus: et de munere 
temporali fiat nobis remedium sempiternum. 

§ Corpus tuum, Domine, quod sumpsi, et sanguis quem potavi, adhee- 
reat visceribus meis: et presta ut in me non remaneat scelerum macula, 
quem pura et sancta refecerunt Sacramenta. Qui vivis, &c. 

|| Supplices rogamus ac petimus uti accepta habeas et benedicas, heec 
dona, heec munera, heec sancta sacrificia illibata. 
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gifts, these holy undefiled sacrifices ;’’ that is, the oblations of 
bread and wine, which are no more than so, till the words of 
consecration. 

After this (as you heard) they pray, that “this oblation 
may be made to us, the body and blood of thy dear Son 
Jesus Christ.”” Which do not imply achange of substances ; 
for those words (fiat nobis) “‘be made to us,” may very well 
consist with the oblations remaining in substance what they 
were before, only begging the communication of the virtue and 
efficacy of Christ’s passion to themselves. 

And that this is the sense of the canon, appears by those 
words after consecration, when they say, “‘ We offer to thy 
Majesty a pure sacrifice of thy donations and gifts.” Which 
words plainly suppose, that they are in nature what they were, 
God’s creatures still, not the appearance and shadow of them 
only. But they call them now the “bread of eternal life, and 
the cup of salvation ;”’ because, after they are blessed and 
made sacraments, they are not now to be looked upon as bodily 
food, but as the food of our souls, as representing that body of 
Christ, and his passion, which is the bread of eternal life. 

If they had understood nothing to remain now after conse- 
cration, but Christ’s natural body, they would not have called 
this thy gifts, m the plural number, but expressed it im the 
singular, thy gift. Neither can they refer to the remaining 
accidents, because they are no real things, and rather tell us 
what God has taken away (the whole substance of them), than 
what he has given. 

But then what follows, puts it out of all doubt:* ‘upon 
which (still in the plural) look propitiously.”’ Ifit had been, 
** look upon us propitiously for the sake of Christ,”’ it had been 
wellenough. Or, to desire of God to look ‘upon these things 
propitiously which they offer ;” if they mean (as he that made 
the prayer did), that God would accept this oblation of bread 
and wine, as he did of Abel and Melchizedek (which latter 
was Indeed bread and wine), this had been very proper. But 
to make that which we offer to be Christ himself (as they that 
believe transubstantiation must expound it), and to desire God 
to look propitiously and benignly upon him, when there can 
be no fear that he should ever be unacceptable to his Father, 
nor none can be so foolish as to think that Christ stands in 
need of our recommendation to God for acceptance, this sense 


* Supra que propitio ac sereno vultu respicere digneris. 
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can never be agreeable to the prayer. Therefore the most 
ancient of all the spurious Liturgies, I mean that attributed to 
Clemens in his Constitutions,* has given us the true sense of 
it: “* We offer to thee this bread and this cup—and we beseech 
thee to look favourably upon these gifts set before thee, O 
God, who standest in need of nothmg; and be well pleased 
with them for the honour of thy Christ,” &c. 

Would it not run finely, to pray that God would be well 
pleased with Christ, for the honour of his Christ ? 

But besides the petition, that God would look propitiously 
upon them, it follows in the canon, “that God would accept 
them, as he did the gifts of Abel, and Abraham, and Mel- 
chizedek.”’ How unagreeable is this Gf Christ himself be 
understood here), to make the comparison for acceptance, 
betwixt a lamb and a calf, or bread and wine, and Christ the 
Son of God, with whom he was always highly pleased ! 

But then what follows still entangles matters more in the 
Church of Rome’s sense; the prayer, that God ‘‘ would com- 
mand these things to be carried by the hands of his holy angel 
to the high altar above.’’ For how can the body of Christ be 
carried by angels to heaven, which never left it since his ascen- 
sion, but is always there? JBesides the high altar above, in 
the sense of the ancients, is Christ himself. And Remigius of 
Auxerre tells us,f that St. Gregory’s opinion of the sacrament 
was, that ‘it was snatched into heaven by angels, to be joined 
to the body of Christ there.” But then in the sense of tran- 
substantiation, what absurd stuff is here to pray, that Christ’s 
body may be joined to his own body? So that there can be 
no sense in the prayer but ours, to understand it of the ele- 
ments offered devoutly, first at this altar below, which by being 
blessed become Christ’s representative body, and obtain ac- 
ceptance above through his intercession there. And thus it is 
fully explained by the author of the Constitutions :{ ‘ Let us 
entreat God, through his Christ, for the gift offered to the 


* Lib. 8.c. 12. [Tpocpspopev cor—royv dproy rovToy Kai 76 moTh- 
ploy ‘rovTo—kKai daéoipev ot, OWE eipEevac émiBrEbyC iwi TA TpPO- 
keineva Opa Tatra tvwnedy cov 6 avevdenc Osdc: Kai evdoknoys én’ 
avroic €i¢ TYLnY TOU XpLoroU Gov, &c. 

+ De Celebrat. Misse in Bibl. Pat. 2dee Edit. tom. 6. p. 1164. In Ceelo 
rapitur ministerio Angelorum consociandum corpori Christi. 

¢ Lib. 8. c. 13. in initio. Aen3Gpev rod Oeov dia Tov Xporov avdrov, 
trip Tov Owpov Tov TpocKkomicdévroc Kupip TY OED? STE 0 ayadoc 
Orde mpocdeEnrat avo id Tijv pecursiay TOU Xpiorov avrov tic Td 
éqroupavioy avrov Svaracrnpwoy eic dopry evwdtac. 
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Lord God, that the good God, by the mediation of his Christ, 
would receive it to his celestial altar, for a sweet-smelling 
savour.” 

To put the matter further out of all doubt, it is observable, 
that the Liturgies that go under the name of St. James and 
St. Mark, do both of them mention the acceptance of the gifts 
of Abel and Abraham, and the admitting them to the celestial 
altar, before the reciting the words of the institution, or conse- 
cration (as the Roman Church calls them, by which they say 
the change is made). That the Liturgy of St. Chrysostom 
prays, that ‘God would receive the oblations proposed to his 
super-celestial altar,” almost in the same words, both before and 
after consecration; and that he looked upon them to be the 
same in substance that they were before, plainly appears by an 
expression after all, where he prays,* that “the Lord would 
make an equal division of the » proposed gifts to every one for 
good, according to every man’s particular need.”? Which cannot 
be understood of Christ’s proper body (but of the consecrated 
bread and wine), which cannot admit of shares or portions, 
equal or unequal. 

Lastly, that St. Basil’s Liturgy also, before the consecration, 
prays, that “the oblations may be carried unto the super- 
celestial altar, and be accepted as the gifts of Abel, Noah, 
Abraham,” &c. And to shew that even after the words of 
institution he did not believe them to be other things than 
they were before, he still calls them ‘‘the antitypes of the body 
and blood of Christ ;’’+ and prays, that “the Spirit may come 
upon us and upon the gifts proposed, to bless and sanctify 
them, and to make this bread the venerable body of our Lord 
God and Saviour Jesus Christ, and this cup his blood, the 
Spirit working the change.” 

And afterwards the priest prays,t that ‘by reason of his 
sins, he would not divert the grace of his Holy Spirit from the 
proposed gifts.’’ A needless fear, if the gifts were already 
Christ’s body, that the Spirit would be hindered from coming 


* 3b ody déorora Ta TOKE mera Taow Hpiv sic ayadov rte 
Aucoy, KaTa THY EKATTOU iiay xpeiay. 

+ IlpooSévrec Ta ayrirura TOU ayiov owparoc Kai atbarog TOU 
Xpiorov. —iOsiv ro Teva cov TO &ywov ig’ npac, Kai eri Ta 
Tpoketweva dpa TAUTA, Kat ebroyjjoa aura, kai ayiaoat kai avadeigac 
ron piv Gproy rovToy abTd TO Tipwoy oipa, Ke. 

~ My Oud Tae pov dpapriag Kwodbaye THY yap Tov aylov oov 
Vein and THY TOOKEMEVWY OWPWY. 
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upon that, where all the fulness of the Godhead dwells bodily, 
by any man’s sins. 

The next passage of the canon increases still the difficulty to 
them that believe transubstantiation, when it says, “ Through 
Jesus Christ our Lord, by whom, O Lord, thou dost always 
create, sanctify, quicken, bless and bestow all these good things 
onus.” If there be no good thing remaining in the eucharist 
besides Christ when these words are said, what sense of truth 
is there in them? Can Christ, or his body, that already exists, 
be created anew, and be always created? Can that be always 
sanctified, that was never common? Or, is he to be raised 
and quickened. anew daily, that once being so raised, can die 
no more? &c. But that which makes the absurdity of this 
interpretation the greater, is, that they say, that all this is 
done to Christ by Christ himself; as if God by Christ did 
create Christ; and by Christ, did bless, and quicken, and 
sanctify Christ ; which none but he that is forsaken of common 
sense can affirm. 

The old interpreters of the canon made other work of it, 
and supposed that the creatures offered to God remained 
creatures still; for thus the forecited Remigius* comments 
upon them: “God the Father, not only in the beginning 
created all these things by Christ, but also always creates them, 
by preparing and repairing them. Good, because all things 
created by God are very good. He sanctifies those things so 
created and offered in his sight, when the things that were a 
simple creature, are made sacraments; he quickens them, so 
that they become mysteries of life: he blesses them, because 
he heaps all celestial benediction and grace on them. He 
bestows them on us, by the same Christ sanctifying them with 
him, who has given to us so wholesome a repast from his body 
and blood.” 

What can be also more plain than the words of the next 
prayer I mentioned: ‘That what we have taken with our 
mouth, may of atemporal gift be made an eternal remedy ?” 


* In Bibl. Patr. tom. 6. p. 1165. Per Christum Deus Pater hee omnia 
non solum in exordio creavit condendo, sed etiam semper creat prapa- 
rando et reparando: bona, quia omnia 4 Deo creata valdé bona: creata 
et suis conspectibus oblata sanctificat, ut que erant simplex creatura, fiant 
Sacramenta: vivificat, ut sint mysteria vite: Benedicit, quia omni bene- 
dictione ccelesti et gratia accumulat. Prestat nobis, per eundem secum 
sanctificantem, qui de corpore suo et sanguine suo nobis tam salubrem. 
dedit refectionem. 

VOL. Ix. Z 
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Did ever any one call Christ a temporal gift, in distinction 
from aneternal remedy? Is it not certain that the oblata, the 
things offered, are the temporal gift, which by our due receiving 
them, become eternally beneficial to us ? 

The last prayer also, which begs, that ‘the body and blood 
of Christ may cleave to their bowels or entrails,” cannot be 
interpreted of his proper and natural body; since, as the 
Romanists confess, this body can neither touch us, nor be 
touched by us, as it exists in the sacrament, much less can 
cleave or stick to our bodies. But the representative body of 
Christ may ; and he that made this petition first, seems to tell 
us his own sense (though no very wise one), that he would not 
have this holy food to pass through him, as other meats did 
(and which many of the ancients thought this also did), but 
might remain and be consumed (as St. Chrysostom’s parese is) 
with the substance of his body. 

Thus I think I have demonstrated sufficiently the re ling 
I asserted at the beginning of this chapter, that the old 
prayers in the Canon of the Mass, concerning the sacrament, 
agree not with the present faith of the Roman Church. 

I proceed now to shew the other thing, that their new 
prayers and devotions to the sacrament, haye no countenance 
from the ancient Church. 

I told the reader before of their new festival, which the 
Missal calls the Feast and Solemnity of the Body of Christ. 
They have suited all things answerably to it; new prayers, new 
hymns; and their allowed books of devotion have an office. of 
the blessed sacrament, for one day of the week, and a new 
litany, &e. Which I shall give now some account of, and 
though all of them are not direct prayers to it, yet they are 
such strains concerning it, and in such a new style, as has no 
old example. 


Thus translated in the Manual of Godly Prayers.* 

+ “O God, which under the admirable sacrament, has left 
unto us the memory of thy passion ; grant, we beseech thee, 
that we may so worship the sacred mysteries of thy body and 
blood, that continually we may feel in us the fruit of thy 
redemption. ‘Who livest,” &c. 


* Missal. Rom. in Solemn. corporis Christi. 

+ Oratio. Deus qui nobis sub Sacramento mirabili passionis tuce 
memoriam reliquisti: tribue, quesumus, ita nos corporis et sanguinis tui 
sacra mysteria venerari, ut redemptionis tue fructum in nobis jugiter 
sentiamus. Qui vivis, &c. 
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I believe the ancient Church never thus prayed, that by the 
worship of the sacred mysteries, they might feel the fruit of 
Christ’s redemption ; but that they might so receive the sacred 
mysteries, &c. for they laid the stress upon worthy receiving, 
as this Church does upon worshipping. 

In an Office of the Venerable Sacrament, printed at Colen, 
1591, they are still more particular. 

* <Q God, who wouldst have the glorious mystery of thy 
body and blood to remain with us; grant, we pray thee, that 
we may so worship thy corporal presence on earth, that we 
may be worthy to enjoy the vision of it in heaven. 

“< Who livest,” &c. 

Again thus : 

+ **O God, who in memory of thy passion didst wonder- 
fully change bread and wine into thy body and blood; merci- 
fully grant, that we who believe thy corporal presence in the 
venerable sacrament, may be brought to the beholding of the 
appearance of thy highness. «© Who livest,”’ &e. 

Rithmus 8S. Thome ad Sacram Eucharistiam ; or, a Rithm 
of Thos. Aquinas to the holy Eucharist : 

In Missal. Rom. ad finem Orat. 

post Missam. 
Adoro te devote latens Deitas, I devoutly adore thee, O latent Deity, 
Que sub his figuris vere latitas. Who under these figures truly lest hid. 


Tibi se cor meum totum subjicit, My heart submits itself wholly to thee, 
Quia te contemplans totum de- For when it contemplates thee, it wholly 


ficit. fails me. 
Visus, tactus, gustus in te fallitur, Sight, taste, and touch, is deceived inthee, 
Sed auditu solo tuto creditur. | Hearing alone a man may safely trust. 


Credo quicquid dixit Dei Filius. Whatsoe’er the Son of God said, I believe. 
Nil hoc verbo veritatis verius. | Nothing is truer than this word of truth. 
In cruce latebat sola Deitas, The Deity only on the cross was hid, 

At hic latet simul et humanitas : Here the humanity also is concealed : 
Ambo tamen credens atque con- But both believing and confessing both, 

fitens, 

Peto quod petivit latro poenitens. I ask what the repenting thief desired. . 
Plagas, sicut Thomas, nonintueor, I do not see, as Thomas did, thy wounds, 


* Ibid. p. 72. ad completor. Deus qui gloriosum corporis et sanguinis 
tui mysterium nobiscum manere voluisti: presta, queesumus, ita nos 
corporalem presentiam tuam venerari in terris, ut ejus visione gaudere 
mereamur in celis. Qui vivis, &c. 

t+ Ibid. p. 44. ad primam. Deus qui in passionis tue memoriam panem 
et vinum in corpus et sanguinem tuum mirabiliter transmutasti; concede 
propitius, ut qui in venerabili Sacramento tuam presentiam corporalem 
credimus, ad contemplandam speciem tue celsitudinis perducamur. Qui 
vivis, &c. 


ra 
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Deum tamen meum te confiteor. Yet I acknowledge thee to be my God. 
Facme tibi semper magis credere, O make me still more to believe in thee, 


In te spem habere, te diligere. 
O Memoriale Mortis Domini, 


On thee to place my hope, and theeto love. 
O thou memorial of my dying Lord, 


Panis vivus, vitam preestans ho- Thou living bread, and giving life to men, 


mini; 
Presta mez menti de te vivere, 


Grant that my sou! on thee may ever live, 


Et te illi semper dulce sapere, And thou to it mayest always sweetly 


&c. 


taste, &c. 3 


Another sequence of Thos. Aquinas, which begins, Lauda 


Sion Salvatorem : 


In Missal. Rom. in festo Corp. 
Christi. 
Docti Sacris institutis, 
Panem vinum in salutis 
Consecramus hostiam. 
Dogma datur Christianis, 
Quod in carnem transit panis 
Et vinum in sanguinem. 
Quod non capis, quod non vides, 
Animosa firmat fides 
Preeter rerum ordinem. 
Sub diversis speciebus, 
Signis tantum et non rebus 
Latent res eximie. 
Caro cibus, sanguis potus ; 
Manet tamen Christus totus 
Sub utraque specie. 
A sumente non concisus, 
Non confractus, non divisus, 
Integer accipitur. 
Sumit unns, sumunt mille, 
Quantum isti, tantum ille ; 
Nec sumptus consumitur. 
Sumunt boni, sumunt mali ; 
Sorte tamen inzquali 
Vitze vel interitus. 
Mors est malis, vita bonis ; 
Vide paris sumptionis 
Quam sit dispar exitus. 
Fracto demum Sacramento, 
Ne vacilles, sed memento, 
Tantum esse sub fragmento, 
Quantum toto tegitur. 
Nulla rei fit scissura, 
Signi tantum fit fractura ; 
Qua nec status, nec statura 
Signati minuitur, &c. 


Being taught by holy lessons, we 
consecrate bread and wine for a 
saving host. 

It is a maxim to Christians, that bread 
is changed into flesh, and wine 
into blood. 

What thou dost not comprehend, or 
see, a strong faith confirms it, 
besides the order of nature. 

Precious things lie hid under different 
species, which are signs only, not 
things. 

The flesh is meat, and the blood drink, 
yet Christ remains whole under 
each kind. 

Uncut, unbroken, undivided, he is 
received whole by him that takes 
him. 

When a thousand take him, one takes 
as much as they; nor is he con- 
sumed in taking. 

The good and bad both take him, 
but their lotis unequal in life and 
death. 

He is death to the bad, and life to the 
good; behold an unlike end of a 
like thing. 

When the sacrament is broken; 
Be not staggered, but remember, 
There is as much in a particle 
As the whole covers. 
Here is no division of the thing, 
Only a breaking of the sign ; 
Whereby neither the state nor sta- 
ture of the thing signified is di- 
minished, &c. 
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Another hymn of the same author, which begins, Pange | 


lingua gloriosi : 


In Breviar. Rom. in festo Corp. 


Christi. 
In supreme nocte coenz 
Recumbens cum fratribus, 
Observata lege plene 
Cibis in legalibus ; 
Cibum turbe duodenz 
Se dat suis manibus. 
Verbum caro, panem verum 
Verbo carnem efficit, 
Fitque sanguis Christi merum, 
Et si sensus deficit 
Ad firmandum cor sincerum 
Sola fides sufficit. 
Tantum ergo Sacramentum 
Veneremur cernui : 
Kt antiquum documentum 
Novo cedat ritui : 
Preestet fides supplementum 
Sensuum defectui, &c. 


Thus translated in the Manual of 
Godly Prayers. 
At his last supper made by night, 
He with his brethren takes his seat, 
And having kept the ancient rite 
Using the law’s prescribed meat ; 
His twelve disciples doth invite, 
From his own hands himself to eat. 
The Word made flesh, to words imparts 
Such strength, that bread his flesh is made, 
He wine into his blood converts ; 
And if our sense here fail and fade, 
To satisfy religious hearts, 
Faith only can the truth persuade. 
Then to this sacrament so high, 
Low rev’rence let us now direct ; 
Old rites must yield in dignity 
To this, with such great graces deck’d : 
And faith will all those wants supply, 
Wherein the senses feel defect, &c. 


In another hymn of Thos. Aquinas, which begins, Verdum 
superne prodiens, they pray thus to the sacrament : 


In Breviar. Rom. in festo Corp. 


Christi. 
O salutaris Hostia, 
Que Ceeli pandis ostium : 
Bella premunt hostilia, 
Da robur, fer auxilium. 


O saving host, that openest heaven’s door, 
Th’ arms of our foes do us enclose : 
Thy strength we need ; O help with speed, 
We humbly thee implore. 


There was published at Paris, with the approbation of three 


doctors of the faculty there, a.D. 1669, a little book in French, 
called, Practique pour Adorer le tres Saint Sacrament de 
? Autel: or, A Form for the Adoration of the most holy Sacra- 
ment of the Altar : 

“Praised and adored be the most holy sacrament of the 
altar.”’ 

And then adds: 

** Whosoever shall say these holy words, ‘Praised be the 
most holy sacrament of the altar,’ shall gain an hundred days 
of indulgences ; and he that does reverence, hearing them re- 
peated, as much. He that, being confessed and communicated, 
shall say the abovesaid words, shall gain a plenary indul- 
gence; and the first five times that he shall say them, after 
his having been confessed and communicated, he shall deliver 
five of his friends’ souls, whom he pleases, out of purgatory.” 
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Then, follows the Form for honouring the holy Sacrament, 
consisting of two prayers, as follows (which I shall set 
down in Latin and English, because I find them in the 
Hours of Sarum, fol. 66, and in the S. Litanie varie, p. 44, 
printed at Colen, 1643. The first of them has this rubric 
before it in the Hours of Salisbury: ‘Our holy father the 
Pope, John XXII. hath granted to all them that devoutly say 
this prayer after the elevation of our Lord Jesu Christ, three 
thousand days of pardon for deadly sins”): 


Anima Christi sanctifica me. Soul of Christ, sanctify me. 
Corpus Christi salva me. Body of Christ, save me. 
Sanguis Christi inebria me. Blood of Christ, inebriate me. 
Aqua lateris Christi lava me. Water of Christ’s side, wash me. 
(Hor. Sar. Splendor vultus 
Christi illumina me.) 
Passio Christi conforta me. Passion of Christ, comfort me. 
(Hor. Sar. Sudor vultus Christi 
virtuosissime sana me.) 
O bone Jesu exaudi me. O good Jesus, hear me. 
Intra vulnera tuaabsconde me. Within thy wounds hide me. 
Ne permittas me separari ate. Suffer me not to be separated from thee. 
Ab hoste maligno defende me. From the malicious enemy defend me. 
In hora mortis mez voca me, In the hour of my death call me, 


Kt jube me venire ad te; And command me to come to thee, 
Ut cum sanctis tuislaudemte That with thy saints I may praise thee, 
In secula seculorum. For evermore. Amen. 
Amen, 
| At the elevation of the mass : 
Hor. sec. us. Sar. Ibid. Thus translated in the Manual of Godly 
Prayers. 
Ave verum corpus natum All hail, true Body, born of 
De Maria Virgine; The blessed Virgin Mary ; 
Vere passum, immolatum Truly suffered and offered upon the 
In cruce pro homine : Cross for mankind ; 
Cujus latus perforatum Whose side, pierced with a spear, 
Unda fluxit sanguine. Yielded water and blood. 
Ksto nobis pregustatum Vouchsafe to be received of us 
Mortis in examine. In the hour of death. 
O clemens, O pie, O good,, O Jesu, Son of the blessed 
O dulcis Fil Marie. Virgin, have mercy on me. 


After this, the French form adds what follows : 


“These two good prayers were found in the sepulchre of our 
Lord Jesus Christ in Jerusalem ; and whosoever carries them 
about him with devotion, and in honour of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, shall be delivered from the devil, and from sudden 
death, and shall not die of an ill death. He shall be preserved 
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from pestilence, and all infectious diseases. No sorcerer, nor 
sorcery, shall be able to hurt him or her, that has these two 
good prayers about them. The fire from heaven shall not fall 
upon the house where these prayers are rehearsed with devotion. 
A woman with child, saying them devoutly, shall be brought 
to bed, without any danger of her own, or her child’s death. 
Lightnings and thunders shall not fall upon the houses where 
these prayers are rehearsed with devotion. Such a one shall 
not die without confession, and God will give him grace to 
repent of his sins.” 


Now I will add a specimen of Litanies of the Sacrament : 


Litanie de Sacramento. The Litany of the Sacrament in 
S. Litanie the Manual aforesaid. 
varia, p. 30. . 


Living bread, that didst) 
descend from keavelt 


—— Panis vivus qui de Ceelo 
God hidden, and my Saviour | 


descendisti 
Deus absconditus et Salvator 
Frumentum electorum 
Vinum germinans virgines 
Panis pinguis et delicie regum 


| Bread-corn of the elect 

| Wine budding forth virgins 

Fat bread, and the haan of 

| kings 

Juge sacrificium : Continual sacrifice : 
Oblatio munda : A | Pure oblation : : | 


Agnus absque macula Lamb without spot 
(Manual adds) Table of f propo. 


sition r : 


Mensa purissima Most pure table 


Angelorum esca Food of Angels : | BS 

Manna absconditum S Hidden manna : 3 

Memoria mirabilium Dei 3 Memorial of God’s wonderful | S 

By 3 works ihe 

Panis supersubstantialis | 3 Supersubstantial bread : | = 

Verbum caro factum habitans | S& Word made flesh and Ae $ 
in nobis : ° in us ; . = 

Hostia sancta : : | Holy host , 

Calix benedictionis . # Chalice of benediction site 

Mysterium fidei Mystery of faith 

Preecelsuny et venerabile sacra- | Most high and venerable. sacra- | 
mentum ment ° 

Sacrifictum omnium sanctissi- Sacrifice of all other meet holy | 
mum . 

Vere propitiatorium pre vivis et Truly propitiatory for the quick | 
defunctis ° and dead 

Coelesteantidotum,quo apeocatis | Heavenly antidote, whereby we | 
preeservamur . are preserved from sin 

Stupendum supra omnia mi- Miracle aboveall other astonish- | 
raculum . ing 

Sbratiasima Dominicews passionis Most sacred commemoration of 


commemoratio . H J our Lord’s death : “ta} 


280 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


Donum transcendens omnem ) Gift surpassing allfulness . 
plenitudinem 
Memoriale preecipuum divini Chief memorial of divine love 


amoris . 
Divine affluentia largitatis 
Sacrosanctum et augustissimum 


Abundance of divine bounty 
Holy and most majestical mys- 


mysterium tery 

Pharmacum immortalitatis : | Medicine of immortality 

Tremendum ac vivificum sacra- Dreadful and ie one sacra- 
mentum | ment . 

Panis omnipotentia verbi caro Bread by the Word’s omnipo- 
factus tence made flesh . . 


Unbloody sacrifice 

: Meat and guest (Manual omits) 

Dulcissimum convivium, cui Most sweet banquet, whereat the 
assistunt Angeli ministrantes | ministering angels attend 

Sacramentum pietatis iS Sacrament of piety 

| 

| 


Incruentum Sacrifictuin 
Cibus et conviva 


ee ee 
"9 UO havaus aanzT 


*S1Q0U asasasipy 


Vinculum charitatis Bond of charity 

Offerens. et oblatio : Offerer and oblation . f 

Spiritualis dulcedo in proprio Spiritual sweetness tasted in its 
fonte degustata proper fountain 

Refectio animarum sanctarum Refection of holy souls 

Viaticum in Domino morientium Viaticum of those who die in 

our Lord ; 
Pignus future glorie,&c. . | Pledge of future glory, “fe. 


——. 


This is enough to shew into what strains of devotion the 
present Roman Church now runs, since transubstantiation is an 
article of its faith. I deny not that these prayers are very 
natural if that doctrine were true; and I would fain have a 
good reason assigned, why, if this doctrine was believed of old, 
this was not the way of the primitive devotion. If they affirm 
that it was, it lies upon them to produce the evidence. But 
then let me tell them before-hand, that we will not be 
shammed off with a rhetorical prosopopceia of an author, 
under the name of St. Denis the Areopagite (which has been the 
only thing I have seen alleged, and as often answered), whose 
authority neither cannot be considerable to us, who remember 
that he was first produced and shewn to the world by heretics, 
and rejected by the orthodox. 
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CHAP. XVI. 
THE SIXTEENTH DIFFERENCE. 


Our ancient Roman Saxon Church differed from the present 
Roman Church, in the article of Transubstantiation and 
Corporal Presence. 


Tuts is the last difference I shall mention, though not the 
least ; but a very material confirmation of what I have been 
all along proving, that there is no consent of the ancient Church 
with the present Roman Church, in their faith and opinions 
about the eucharist ; when we shall find, that even our own 
old English Church, that had received most of its instructions 
in Christianity from the Roman, and in many other things 
agreed with what it now professes, yet in this widely differed 
from it. 

This plainly argues one of these two things, either that the 
then Roman Church had not the opinions of the present 
Church in these matters, and so did not propagate them to us 
(which cannot be said, when we remember the busy disputes 
about these matters in the ninth century, though they were 
not yet come to a determination) ; or else, that when the 
Roman Church warped, and generally espoused a new doctrine 
which the ancient Fathers were strangers to, we still kept our 
ground, and did not suffer ourselves to be perverted, but held 
to the ancient belief. 

This is the truth of our case, as appears by a noble remain 
of an Easter Sermon (about 700 years old) in the Saxon 
tongue, among other Catholic Homilies that were to be read 
yearly in the Church. It was produced in the last age in the 
Saxon, with a translation in our English tongue (printed by 
John Day) ; it was since put, with the same translation, by Mr. 
Fox, into his Martyrology,* and has been set forth with a 
Latin translation by the learned Abr, Whelock, in his Saxon 
edition of Bede’s Ecclesiastical History, p. 462, printed at 
Cambridge, 1644, out of which I shall transcribe as much as 
will serve to prove our assertion, softening the harshness of the 
phrases of the last age, and expressing the sense in words more 
easily understood. 


* Vol. 2. p. 380. last edition. 
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The Easter Sermon begins thus : 

“Men beloved, you have been often discoursed to, concern- 
ing our Saviour’s resurrection, how he, after his passion on this 
day, rose powerfully from the dead. Now we shall, by God’s 
grace, explain something to you about the holy eucharist, 
which this day we are bound to frequent, and instruct your 
understanding about this mystery, both according to the Old 
and New Testament, that no doubting may disturb you con- 
cerning this life-giving banquet.” 

The Sermon goes on with an account of the Jewish pass- 
over, and the application of those things to the eucharist, 
which I omit: 

««__* Christ, before his suffermg, consecrated bread, and 
distributed it to his disciples, saying thus, Eat this bread, it 
is my body ; and Do thisin remembrance of me. Also he con- 
secrated wine in a cup, and said, Drink ye all of this; this is 
my blood which is shed for many for the remission of sins. 
The Apostles did as Christ commanded; they consecrated 
bread and wine for the eucharist. And to his memory also 
afterward every one of their successors, and all Christ’s priests, 
according to Christ’s command, by the Apostolical benediction, 
did consecrate bread and wine in his name.t Now men have 
often disputed, and do it still, how that bread which is pre- 
pared of corn, and is baked by that heat of fire, can be changed 
into Christ’s body ; and how that wine which is pressed out of 
many grapes, by any blessing of it, can be changed into our 
Lord’s blood? Now to such men, I answer, that some things 
are spoken of Christ by signification, some others by a known 
thing. Itis a true thing, and known, that Christ was born 
of a virgin, and voluntarily suffered death, and was buried, 
and this day rose from the dead. He is called bread, and a 
lamb, and a lion, and otherwise, by signification. He is called 
bread, because he is our life, and the life of angels. He is 
called a lamb, for his mnocency. A lion, for his strength, 
whereby he overcame the strong devil. Yet notwithstanding, 
according to true nature, Christ is neither bread, nor a lamb, 
nor a lion. Wherefore then is that holy eucharist called 
Christ’s body, or his blood, if it be not truly what it is called? 
Truly the bread and wine, which are consecrated by the mass 
of the priests, shew one thing outwardly to men’s senses, and 

nother thing they declare inwardly to believing minds. Out- 


* P, 469. ¢ P. 470. 
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wardly, bread and wine are seen both in appearance, and. in 
taste; yet they are truly after consecration Christ’s body and 
blood, by a spiritual sacrament. An heathen child is baptized, 
yet he altereth not his outward shape, though he be changed 
within. He is brought to the font full of sin through Adam’s 
disobedience, but he is washed from all his sins inwardly, 
though he has not changed his outward shape. So also that 
holy font-water, which is called the well-spring of life, is like 
in nature (in specie) to other waters, and is subject to corrup- 
tion, but the power of the Holy Ghost, by the priest’s blessing, 
comes upon that corruptible water ; and after that, it can wash 
both body and soul from all sins, by spiritual power.* We see 
now in this one creature two things: that whereby, _ according 
to true nature, it is corruptible water, and that whereby, ac- 
cording to the spiritual mystery, it has a saving power. So 
also, if we look upon that holy eucharist according to a cor- 
poreal sense, then we see that it is a creature corruptible and 
changeable ; but if we own a spiritual power there, then we 
understand that life is init, and that it confers immortality on 
those that taste it by faith. There is a great difference betwixt 
the invisible virtue (and power) of this holy eucharist, and the 
visible appearance of its proper nature. By its nature it is 
corruptible bread, and corruptible wine ; and by the virtue of 
the divine word, it is truly the body and blood of Christ; yet 
not corporally so, but spiritually. There is much difference 
betwixt that body which Christ suffered in, and that body 
which is consecrated for the eucharist. The body that Christ 
suffered in was born of the flesh of Mary, with blood and 
bones, with skin and nerves ; animated by a rational spirit in 
human members; but his spiritual body, which we call the 
eucharist, is collected from many grains of corn, without 
blood and bone, without member or soul; wherefore there is 
nothing in it to be understood corporeally, but all is to be un- 
derstood spiritually. _ Whatsoever is in that eucharist which 
restores life to us, this is from spiritual virtue, and from invi- 
sible operation. Therefore that holy eucharist is called a 
sacrament, because one thing is there seen, and another under- 
stood ; that which is there seen has a bodily nature, that 
which we understand in it has a spiritual virtue.t The body 
of Christ that suffered death and rose from the dead, hence- 
forth dies no more, but is eternal andimpassible. That eucha- 
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rist is temporary, not eternal ; it is corruptible, and capable of 
division into minute parts; it is chewed with the teeth, and 
sent into the draught; yet it will be true, that according to 
spiritual virtue it is whole in every part: many receive that 
holy body, yet according to the spiritual mystery, it will be 
whole in every part. Though some receive a lesser part of it, 
yet there will not be more virtue in the greater part than in the 
lesser, because it will be whole in all men according to the 
invisible virtue. This sacrament is a pledge, and a type; the 
body of Christ isthe truth: we keep this pledge sacramentally, 
till we come to the truth itself; and then is the pledge at an 
end. It is indeed, as we said before, Christ’s body and his 
blood, but not corporally, but spiritually. Do not dispute 
how this can be effected, but believe it firmly, that so it is.” 

Here follow some idle visions, which that credulous age were 
fond of, but are nothing to the purpose, and therefore I omit 
them : 

“‘__Paul the Apostle speaketh of the old Israelites, writing 
thus in his epistle to the faithful:* All our forefathers were 
baptized in the cloud and in the sea; and all ate the same 
spiritual meat, and all drank the same spiritual drink, for they 
drank of that spiritual rock, and that rock was Christ. That 
rock, from whence the water then flowed, was not Christ in 
a corporal sense, but it signified Christ, who declared thus to 
the faithful, Whosoever thirsteth, let him come to me and 
drink, and from his belly shall flow livmg water. This he 
said of the Holy Ghost, which they that believed on him, 
should receive. The Apostle Paul said, That the people of 
Israel ate the same spiritual meat, and drank the same spiritual 
drink, because the heavenly food that fed them for forty years, 
and that water that flowed from the rock, signified Christ’s 
body and blood, which are now daily offered in the Church of 
God. It was the same which we offer to-day, not corporally, 
but spiritually. We told you before, that Christ consecrated 
bread and wine for the eucharist before his passion, and said, 
This is my body, and my blood ; he had not yet suffered, and 
yet he changed, by his invisible power, that bread into his 
body, and that wine into his blood; as he did before in the 
wilderness, before he was born man, when he turned the 
heavenly food into his flesh, and that water flowing from the 
rock into his blood.f Many persons ate of the heavenly food 


*O P2473. + P. 474. 
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in the desert, and drank of the spiritual drink, and yet, as 
Christ said, are dead. Christ meant not that death which no 
man can avoid, but he understood eternal death, which several 
of that people, for their unbelief, had deserved. Moses and 
Aaron, and several others of the people that pleased God, ate 
that heavenly bread, and did not die that everlasting death, 
though they died the common death. They saw that the 
heavenly food was visible and corruptible ; but they understood 
that visible thing spiritually, and they tasted it spiritually. 
Jesus said, Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, 
hath eternal life.) He did not command them to eat that 
body which he had assumed, nor to drink that blood which he 
shed for us; but by that speech he meant the holy eucharist, 
which is spiritually his body and his blood; and whosoever 
tasteth this, with a believing heart, shall have that eternal life. 
Under the old law, the faithful offered divers sacrifices to God, 
which had a future signification of the body of Christ, which 
he hath offered in sacrifice to his heavenly Father for our sins. 
This eucharist which is now consecrated at God’s altar is a 
commemoration of the body of Christ, which he offered for us, 
and of his blood which he shed for us: as he himself com- 
manded, Do this in remembrance of me. Christ once suffered 
by himself; but yet his passion by the sacrament of this holy 
eucharist, is daily renewed at the holy mass. Wherefore the 
holy mass is profitable very much both for the living, and also 
for the dead, as it hath been often declared,” &c. 

The rest of the sermon being of a moral and allegorical 
nature, I omit. 

Besides this sermon in public, we have also two other re- 
mains of Ailfric the abbot, in the Saxon tongue,* which speak 
the very same sense, and deserve to be inserted as far as they 
concern this argument of the eucharist, and the change made 
in it. 

The first is an epistle to Wulffine, bishop of Shyrburn, in 
which is this passage : 

‘«‘_ The eucharist is not the body of Christ corporally, but 
spiritually ; not the body in which he suffered, but that body 
when he consecrated bread and wine for the eucharist, the 
night before his passion, and said of the bread he blessed, 
This is my body ; and again of the wine he blessed, This is my 


* Published at the end of the foresaid Sermon, printed by John Day. 
Also in the Notes on Bede’s Eccl. Hist. p. 332, 333, 334. 
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blood, which is shed for many for the remission of sins. Now 
then understand, that the Lord, who was able to change that 
bread before his passion into his body, and that wine into his 
blood, spiritually ; that the same (Lord) by the hands of the 
priests, daily consecrates bread and wine for his spiritual body, 
and for his spiritual blood.” 

The second, an epistle of ilfric to Wulfstane, arch- 
bishop of York, in which, among other things (against too long 
reserving the eucharist), he says thus: 

«“*Christ himself consecrated the eucharist before his 
passion ; he blessed bread, and brake it, saying thus to his 
Apostles, Eat this bread, it is my body ; and again he blessed 
the cup, filled with wine, and spake thus to them, Drink ye 
all of this, it is my blood of the new testament, which is shed 
for many for the remission of sins. Our Lord, who conse- 
crated the eucharist before his passion, and said, that bread 
was his body, and wine truly his blood, he also daily conse- 
crates, by the priests’ hands, bread for his body, and wine for 
his blood, in a spiritual mystery, as we read in books. [Yet 
notwithstanding that lively bread is not the same body in 
which Christ suffered, nor that holy wme the blood of our 
Saviour (which was shed for us) in bodily thing (or sense, iz 
re corporal), but in a spiritual sense (2m ratione spirituali). 
That bread indeed was his body, and also that wine his blood, 
just as that heavenly bread which we call manna (which fed 
God’s people for forty years), viz. was his body, and that clear 
water was his blood that then flowed from the rock in the 
wilderness.| As Paul writes in his epistle, They all ate the 
same spiritual meat, and drank the same spiritual drink, &c. 
The Apostle that says what you have heard, They all ate, &c. 
he does not say, corporally, but spiritually. Christ was not as 
yet born, nor his blood shed; then it was the people of Israel 
did eat that spiritual meat, and drank of that rock; neither 
was that rock Christ corporeally, though he spake so. The 
sacraments of the old law were the same, and did spiritually 
signify that sacrament (or eucharist) of our Saviour’s body, 
which we now consecrate.’ 

This last epistle Aulfric wrote first im the Latin tongue to 
Wulfstane, containing, though not word for word, yet the 
whole sense of the English epistle; and that paragraph of it 
which I have enclosed between two brackets, was looked upon 


* Vid. p. 334. Hist. Eccles. Sax. Lat. Bede. 
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as so disagreeable to the present faith of the Roman Church, 
that some had rased them out of the Worcester book ; but 
the same Latin epistle being found in Exeter church, it was 
restored. 

I was once about to have added some citations here out of 
Bertram’s book (de corpore et sanguine Domint), out of which 
many passages in the Saxon sermon foregoing were taken. 
But they are so many that I must have transcribed, and the 
book itself is so small, and so well worth the reading, especially 
with the late translation of it into English, and a learned his- 
torical dissertation before it, giving a large account of the 
difference betwixt his opinion and that of transubstantiation 
(printed a.p. 1686), that I shall rather refer the reader to it, 
where he may abundantly satisfy himself. 

Instead of it, I will only add one testimony more out of 
Rabanus, archbishop of Mentz, in an epistle to Heribaldus :* 
which we are beholden to the learned Baluzius for giving it 
us entire (ix Appendice ad Reginonem, p. 516), a passage 
having been rased out of the manuscript, out of which it was 
first published. ‘Thus he says: 

+‘As for the question you put, whether the eucharist, after it 
is consumed and sent into the draught as other meats are, does 
return again into its former nature, which it had before it was 
consecrated on the altar ; this question is superfluous, when our 
Saviour himself has said in the Gospel, Every thing that entereth 
into the mouth, goeth into the belly, and is cast out into the 
draught. The sacrament of the body and blood is made up 
of things visible and corporeal, but effects the invisible sanc- 
tification both of body and soul. And what reason is there, 


* Epist. ad Herib. c. 33. de Eucharist. 

+ Quod autem interrogastis, utrum Eucharistia postquam consumitur 
et in secessum emittitur, more aliorum ciborum, iterum redeat in naturam 
pristinam quam habuerat, antequam in altari consecraretur, superflua est 
hujusmodi Queestio, cum ipse Salvator dixerit in Evangelio, Omne quod 
intrat in os, in ventrem vadit, et in secessum emittitur. Sacramentum 
Corporis et Sanguinis ex rebus visibilibus et corporalibus conficitur, sed 
invisibilem tam corporis quam anime efficit sanctificationem. Que est 
enim ratio, ut hoc quod stomacho digeritur, et in secessum emittitur, 
iterum in statum pristinum redeat, cum nullus hoc unquam fieri asse- 
ruerit? Nam quidam nuper de ipso Sacramento corporis et sanguinis 
Domini non rite sentientes dixerunt, hoc ipsum corpus et sanguinem 
Domini quod de Maria Virgine natum est, et in quo ipse Dominus passus 
est in Cruce, et resurrexit de sepulchro, (Idem esse quod sumitur de 
altari) cui errori quantum potuimus, ad Egilonem Abbatem scribentes 
de corpore ipso quid vere credendum sit, aperuimus. 
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that what is digested in the stomach, and sent into the draught, 
should return into its pristine state, seeing none has ever 
asserted that this was done? Some indeed of late, not thinking 
rightly of the sacrament of our Lord’s body and blood, have 
said (which are the very words of Paschasius, whom he 
opposes), that the very body and blood of our Lord which 
was born of the Virgin Mary, and in which our Lord 
suffered on the cross, and rose again out of the grave [is the 
same that is taken from the altar]; which error we have 
opposed as we are able, writing to the Abbot Egilo, and 
declared what ought truly to be believed concerning the 
body itself.’ | 

That which he ealis here an error, is an article now of the 
Romish faith, which some zealous monk meeting withal, and 
not enduring it should be condemned as an error, that the 
same body which was born of the Virgin, &c., is the same that 
we receive at the altar, scraped out those words which I have 
enclosed between the brackets ; and we may securely trust our 
adversaries in this matter, who have skill enough to know what 
assertions make for them, and what against them. 


CHAP. XVII. 
THE CONCLUSION. 


That the doctrine of Transubstantiation has given a new occa- 
sion to the enemies of the Christian religion to blaspheme. 
It is so great a stumbling-block to the Jews, that their con- 
version is hopeless, whilst this is believed by them to be the 
common faith of Christians. That though the Church of 
Rome will not hearken to us, yet they may be provoked to 
emulation by the Jews themselves, who have given a better 
account of Christ's words of institution, and more agree- 
able to the Fathers, than this Church has, and raised 
unanswerable objections against its doctrine. 


Havine considered, in the foregoing chapters, the sense of 
the ancient Church about matters relating to the eucharist 
and transubstantiation, from their own writings; and found 
that their assertions are inconsistent with the belief of the pre- 
sent Roman Church; and that their practices are not to be 
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reconciled thereunto: having also made an inquiry into the 
ancient forms of devotion, relating to the eucharist, remaining 
still in this Church, and found them to speak a language, which 
has a sense agreeing indeed with that of the ancients, but no 
sense at all when the doctrine of transubstantiation is supposed, 
and those prayers to be interpreted by it, &c. 

I shall now, for a conclusion, take a view also of the princi- 
pal enemies of the Christian faith ; which will afford a con- 
vincing evidence, that the Roman doctrine is novel, and a 
stranger to the ancient Christians. 

It is sufficiently known, that the adversaries of Christianity 
took all the occasions possible, and whatsoever gave them any 
colour to reproach the faith and worship of Christians, and 
to make their names odious. Nothing that looked strange and 
absurd in either escaped being taken notice of by such as 
Celsus and Porphyry, Lucian and Julian, among the heathens, 
and such as Trypho among the Jews. They curiously examined 
and surveyed what they taught and practised, and whatsoever 
they thought to be foolish and incredible, they, with all their 
wit and cunning, endeavoured to expose it. So they did with 
the doctrines of the Trinity, the eternal generation of the Son of 
God, his incarnation, his crucifixion especially, and our resurrec- 
tion. Neither were they less prying into the Christian mysteries 
and worship, which they could not be ignorant of, there being 
so many deserters and apostates in those times of persecution, 
who were well acquainted with them ; and by threatenings and 
fear of torment, if there. were any things secret, were likely to 
betray them. Not to insist upon this, that the great traducer 
of Christians, I mean Julian, was himself once initiated in 
their mysteries, and so could not be ignorant of what any of 
them were; and has in particular laughed at their baptism, 
that Christians should fancy a purgation thereby from great 
crimes. 

Yet, after all this, they took no occasion from the eucharist 
to traduce them ; though, if Christians then had given that 
adoration to it that is now paid in the Roman Church, and if 
they had declared, either for a corporal presence, or an oral 
manducation of him that was their God, they had the fruit- 
fullest subject in the world given them, both to turn off all 
the objections of the Christians against themselves, for wor- 
shipping senseless and inanimate things; and also, to lay the 
most plausible charge of folly and madness against them, 
which their great orator had pronounced, before Christianity 

VOL. IX. U 
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was a religion in the world: “Can any man be supposed so 
mad, to believe that to be a God which he eats ?”’* 

A learned Romanist} affirms of the ancient Christians, that 
“they did testify their eating the flesh, and drinking the blood 
of their Lord God im their discourses of the eucharist.” 
Which is true indeed, taking this eating and drinking in the 
sacramental sense we do; and so their adversaries must needs 
understand their meaning. Otherwise (without a miracle to 
hinder it), what he acknowledges in the same place could 
never be true,t “ that among so many reproaches of those that 
accused Christians of impiety, for not having altars nor sacri- 
fices, and among so many false brethren that were turncoats, 
yet there were none that made this an accusation against them, 
et hey ate the flesh of their God and Lord, and drank his 

ood.” 

We have this ingenuous confession of Bellarmine himself, § 
“that we might be accounted truly fools, if without the word 
of God, we believed the true flesh of Christ to be eaten with 
the mouth of our bodies.”” But whether with or without the 
word of God they believed such a corporal eating of Christ's 
flesh, had been all one to the heathens, if they knew that this 
was their belief, and it would rather have strengthened their 
reproach, if they knew that they were bound thus to believe. 
But then what he adds is very remarkable,|| that ‘ infidels 
always counted this a most foolish paradox, as appears from 
Averroes and others.”’ I believe indeed, that they must always 
count this a foolish paradox, which Averroes charged Christians 
withal, in that known saying of his, that he “found no sect 


* Cicero, 1. 3. de Nat. Deorum. Ecquem tam amentem esse putas, qui 
illud quo veseatur, Deum credat esse ? 

+ Rigaltius Notis ad Tertul. lib. 2. c. 5. ad Uxorem. Se id facere in 
Eucharisticis suis testarentur. 

¢ Ibid. Observandum vero, inter tot probra et convitia accusantium 
Christianos impietatis, eo quod neque aras haberent neque sacrificarent, 
iuterque tot fratrum perfidorum transfugia, non extitisse qui Christianos 
criminarentur, quod Dei ac Domini sui carnes ederent, sanguinem. po- 
tarent. 

§ De Eucharist. 1. 2.c.12. Vere stulti haberi possemus, si absque 
Verbo Dei crederemus veram Christi carnem ore corporali manducari. 

|| Nam id semper infideles stultissimum paradoxum estimarunt, ut 
notum est de Averroe et aliis. 

q Se Sectam Christiana deteriorem aut ineptiorem nullam reperire, 
quam qui sequuntur, ii quem colunt Deum dentibus ipsi suis discerpunt 
ac devorant. 
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worse, or more foolish, than the Christians, who tear with 
their teeth, and devour that God whom they worship.” But 
why was not this cast always in the teeth of Christians, if this 
was always their professed doctrine? Was Celsus, or Julian, 
or Lucian, less sagacious, or less malicious, than Averroes, that 
not a word of this foolish paradox was ever so much as hinted 
by them to the reproach of Christians then? 

But the Cardinal has instanced the most unluckily in the 
world, in naming only Averroes for this calumny, when all ac- 
knowledge that this philosopher, and Pope Innocent IIT. (who 
established transubstantiation) lived in the same age; and 
some very learned men prove, from the Arabian accounts, that 
those two were contemporaries. And as for his (e¢ alts) 
others, 1 should be glad to see any named, that urged what 
Averroes did to the Christians’ reproach before the days of 
Berengarius. 

After that deed, we can meet with a follower of Mahomet, 
who (as a learned man gives us his words) says thus,* “‘ Those 
words of Christ, He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my 
blood, he is in me, and I in hin, &c. Christians understand 
them literally, and so Christians are more cruel against Christ, 
than Jews ; for they left Christ when they had slain him, but 
these eat his flesh, and drink his blood, which, as experience 
testifies, is more savage.” 

After the Roman Church’s declaring for transubstantiation, 
{though not before) we meet with the oppositions of Jews, 
testifying their abhorrency of a doctrine which talks of a sacri- 
fice, and “‘ makes bread to be the body of their God,” + (which 
he means in the sense of transubstantiation, by being turned 
into it, and clothed with its accidents), ‘‘ whose body that is in 
heaven comes upon the altar ; and upon the pronouncing these 
words, For this is my body, by the priest, whether good or 


* Hottinger in Eucharistia Defensa, sect. 14. p. 220. Ahmed ben Edris 
ita scribit, verba autem Isa (sic Arabes Christum vocant) super quo pax, 
Qui edit carnem meam et bibit sanguinem, &c. Christiani literaliter intel- 
ligunt. Atque sic Christiani atrociores sunt in Christum quam Judzi. 
Hi enim Christum occisum reliquerunt; hi carnem ejus edunt et san- 
guinem bibunt, quod, ipsa teste experientia, truculentius est. 

+ Ibid. Joseph. Albo de Ikkarim, lib. 3. cap. 25. Nam panis est 
corpus Dei ipsorum. Aiunt enim corpus Jesu quod est in Ccelis, venire 
in Altare et vestiri pane et vino, post pronunciata verba, Hoc enim est 
Corpus meum, a sacrificulo, qualiscunque ille demum fuerit, sive pius 
sive impius, et omnia fieri Corpus unum cum corpore Messi, &c. — Re- 
pugnant hic omnia Intelligibilibus primis, et ipsis etiam sensibus. 
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wicked is all one, all things are made one body with the body 
of the Messias, &e.—Which things are all repugnant to the 
first principles of reason, and to our very senses themselves.” 
As he afterwards shews in several instances. 

And now we are told, that it is a common bye-word to 
reproach a Christian by among the Turks, to call him Mange 
Dieu. 

All these took their rise plainly from transubstantiation, and 
not from the faith of the ancient Church. For if one of it* 
may speak for the rest, the old Christians agreed in the abhor- 
rence, and called it, ‘‘ the extremest stupidity to worship that 
which is eaten.” 

And again :+ ‘‘ Howcan any one of a sound mind call that 
a god, which being offered to the true God, is afterwards eaten 
by him ?” 

But now, after all, the saddest consideration is, that the 
prejudices are so great against this (and another twin-doctrine 
of the Roman Church, about the worship of images), that a 
‘ perpetual stumbling-block seems to be laid before the Jews ; 
and it may be looked upon as the 70 xaréyov, that which will 
always hinder and obstruct their conversion, whilst it is be- 
lieved by them to be the common sense and faith of Christians ; 
and they have too great a temptation to believe so, when they 
have seen this Church, which has got the most worldly power 
into its hands, persecuting not only Jews, but heretics (as they 
call all other Christians that deny this doctrine), to the death 
for gainsaying it; and when that work will cease, God only 
knows. ©The Jews can never be supposed to get over this hard 
chapter, whilst they who call themselves the only catholic 
Christians, hold such things about the body of Christ (and 
remember that it is about a body), which as the forenamed Jos. 
Albo speaks,t ‘*No man’s mind can conceive, nor tongue 
utter, nor any ear can hear.” He means, by reason of their 
absurdity. 

So that the case of the Jews, and their conversion, seems to 
be hopeless and desperate, according to all human guesses, 
till there be a change wrought (not in the substance of the 


* Theodoret. Interrog. 55. in Genes. “AeArEepiac éoyarne Tpoo- 
KUVELY TO EGIL MEVOY. ; 

+ Id. qu. 11. in Levit. Idec yap ay rig cwhp0viy—ovopaoot Osov 
—TO TYP AANSIV Os TpocHepopEvor, Kai Tap’ avTOU éEcdLOMEVOY ; 

$ Ibid. Ista talia sunt que mens non potest concipere, neque os 
eloqui, neque auris audire. 
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bread and wine this Church dreams of, but) in the Romanists’ 
belief. 

And though this also may seem, upon many accounts, to be 
as hopeless as the former, yet, for a conclusion, I will try, 
whether, as once the great Apostle thought it a wise method 
(Rom. xi. 14), by the example of the Gentiles, tapaZndGoar, 
to provoke the Jews to emulation; so it may not be as proper 
to propose the example of the Jews themselves to the Roman- 
ists, to provoke their emulation, whom, they may see better 
explaining (as blind as they are) Christ’s words of institution ; 
and agreeing better with the ancient Church in the matter of 
the eucharist, than themselves ; and raising such arguments 
and objections against the transubstantiating doctrine, as can 
never, to any purpose, be answered. 

The instances of this are very remarkable, in a book called 
Fortalitium Fidei contra Judeos, &c. printed a.p. 1494, but 
written, as the author himself tells us (fol. 61), in the year 
1458, where he gives us the arguments of a Jew against 
transubstantiation ; some of which I shall out of him faithfully 
translate. 

The Jew* begins with Christ’s words of institution, and 
shews, that they cannot be interpreted otherwise than figura- 
tively and significatively, as the Fathers, we have heard, have 
asserted. 

1. “* Vos Christiani dicitis, &e. Ye Christians say in that 
sacrament (of the eucharist) there is really the body and blood 
of Christ. This is impossible. Because when your Christ, 
shewing the bread, said, This is my body, he spake signifi- 
catively, and not really ; as if he had said, This is the sign or 
figure of my body. After which way of speaking, Paul said, 
1 Cor. x, the Rock was Christ; that is, a figure of Christ. 
And it appears evidently that this was the intention of your 
Christ, because when he had discoursed about the eating his 
body, and drinking his blood, to lay the offence that rose upon 
it among the disciples, he says, as it were expounding him- 
self, The words that I have spoken to you are spirit and life ; 
denoting, that what he had said, was to be understood, not 
according to the letter, but according to the spiritual sense. 
And when Christ said, This is my body, holding bread in his 
hands, he meant, that that bread was his body (in potentia 
propinqua) in a near possibility, viz. after he had eaten it, for 


* Vid. 1. 3. Consid. 6. fol. 130. Impossibil. 10. 
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then it would be turned into his body, or into his flesh ; and 
so likewise the wine. And after this manner we Jews do, on 
the day of unleavened bread ; for we take unleavened bread in 
memory of that time, when our fathers were brought out of 
the land of Egypt, and were not permitted to stay so long 
there, as whilst the bread might be leavened, that was the 
bread of the passover ; and we say, ‘This is the bread which 
our fathers ate,’ though that be not present, since it is past 
and gone; and so this unleavened bread minds us of the bread 
of Egypt, and this bread is not that: so is that bread of which 
the sacrifice of the altar is made. It is sufficient for Christians 
to say, that it is in memory of that bread of Christ, though 
this bread be not that. And because it was impossible that one 
bit of his flesh should be preserved in memory of him, he com- 
manded, that that bread should be made, and that wine, which 
was his flesh and blood in the next remove, to come into act ; as 
we Jews do (and Christ borrowed his phrases and the elements 
from their supper) at the passover with the unleavened bread, 
as we said before. When therefore your Christ at the table 
took bread, and the cup, and gave them to his disciples, he 
did not bid them believe that the bread and wine were turned 
into his body and blood, but that as often as they did that, 
they should do it m remembrance of him, vz. m memory of 
that past bread ; and if you Christians did understand it so, 
no impossibility would follow ; but to say the contrary, as you 
assert, is to say an impossible thing, and against the intention 
of your Christ, as we have shewed.”’ 

This is what the Jew urges with great reason. But the 
Catholic author makes a poor answer to it, and has nothing to 
say, in effect, but this, “That the tradition of the catholic 
Church concerning this sacrament is true, viz. that in this 
sacrament there is really, and not by way of signification, the 
true body and true blood of Christ.” 

2. Whereas the Roman Church flies to miracles in this case 
of transubstantiation, the Jew encounters that next of all, thus : 

*« You Christians say, that the body and blood of Christ is 
in the sacrament of the altar by a miracle ; this I prove to be 
impossible. Because if there were any miracle in the case, it 
would appear to the eye; as when Moses turned the rod into 
a serpent ; that was performed evidently to the eye, though 
men knew not how it was done. So also im the case of the ark of 


* Ibid. 11. Impossib. p. 131. 
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the covenant of old, mighty miracles were wrought ; and those 
not only sensible miracles, but also public, and apparent to all 
the people (insomuch that infidels were terrified at the very 
report of such miracles); men seeing before their eyes the 
Divine power brightly shining in reverence of the ark of his 
covenant, as appears in his dividing the waters of Jordan, 
while the people of Israel passed over dry shod, the waters on 
one side swelling like a mountain, and on the other flowing 
down as far as the Dead Sea, till the priests with the ark went 
over the channel of Jordan, and then Jordan returned to its 
wonted course. But the kings of the Amorites and Canaanites 
hearing of so great and public a miracle, were so confounded 
with the terror of God, that no spirit remained in them (Josh. 
iv. and v,); and so I might instance in many other evident 
miracles, which to avoid tediousness, I omit. And yet in that 
ark, neither God nor Christ was really contained, but only the 
tables of stone containing the precepts of the Decalogue, and 
the pot of manna, &c. (Exod. xvi.) and the rod of Aaron that 
flourished in the house of Levi. (Numb. xvii.) If therefore by 
the ark (that carried only the foresaid bodies that were inani- 
mate, how sacred soever they were), God wrought in honour 
of it such evident far-spreading and public miracles, how much 
more powerfully should they have been wrought by him, if it 
were true, that in your sacrament of the altar the true God or 
Christ were really contained, whom you affirm that he ought 
to be worshipped and venerated infinitely above all. Since 
therefore no such thing does appear there to the eye, it follows 
that it is impossible for any miracle to be done there, since 
this is against the nature of a miracle.” 

The answer to this is so weak, and so the rest, are generally 
such an unintelligible school-jargon, that I shall not tire the 
reader with them. But shall go on with the Jew. 

3. ** You Christians do assert, that the true body of Christ 
begins to be on the altar. This seems to be impossible: for a 
thing begins to be where it was not before, two ways. Hither 
by local motion, or by the conversion of another thing into it ; 
as appears in fire, which begins to be any where, either because 
it is kindled there anew, or is brought thither de novo. 

‘«‘ But it is manifest, that the true body of Christ was not 
always on the altar; because the Christians assert, that Christ 
ascended in his body to heaven. It seems also impossible to 


* [bid. 12. Impossib. fol. 132. 
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be said, that anything here is converted anew into Christ’s 
body; because nothing seems convertible into that which 
existed before ; since that into which another thing is turned, 
by such a change, begins to exist. Now it is manifest, that 
Christ’s body did pre-exist, seeing it was conceived in the womb 
of Mary. It seems therefore impossible, that it should begin 
to be on the altar anew, by the conversion of another thing 
into it. 

“In like manner, neither by a change of place, because 
every thing that is locally moved, does so begin to be in one 
place, that it ceases to be in that other in which it was before. 
We must therefore say, that when Christ begins to be on this 
altar on which the sacrament is performed, he ceases to be in 
heaven, whither he ascended. It is also plain, that this sacra- 
ment is in like manner celebrated on divers altars. Therefore 
it is impossible that the body of Christ should begin to be 
there by a local motion.” 

4, * «You Christians affirm, that your Christ is whole in 
the sacrament, under the species of bread and wine. This I 
prove thus to be impossible. Because never are the parts of 
any body contained in divers places, the body itself remainmg 
whole. But now it is manifest, that in this sacrament the 
bread and wine are asunder in separate places. If therefore 
the flesh of Christ be under the species of bread, and his blood 
under the species of wine, it seems to follow, that Christ does 
not remain whole, but that always when this sacrament 18 
celebrated, his blood is separated from his body.” 

5. +“ You Christians say, that in that little host, the body 
of Christ is contamed. This I prove to be impossible. Be- 
cause it is impossible that a greater body should be included 
in the place of a lesser body. But it is manifest, that the true 
body of Christ is of a greater quantity than the bread that is 
offered on the altar. Therefore it seems impossible, that the 
true body of Christ should be whole and entire there, where the 
bread seems to be. But if the whole be not there, but only 
some part of it, then the foresaid inconvenience returns, that 
always when this sacrament is performed, the body of Christ 
is differenced (or separated) by parts.” 

I will only here set down what the Catholic author replies 
to this (after the unintelligible distinctions of the Schools) and 
seems most to trust to, even such wise similitudes as these, 


* Ibid. 13. Impossib. fol. 134. t Ibid. 14. Imposs. fol. eod. 
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that the soul is greater than the body, and yet is contained 
within it; that a great mountain is contained in the little apple 
of the eye; and the greatest bodies in a little looking-glass, and 
great virtues in little precious stones, and in the little body of 
the Pope great authority, &c. 

6. The Jew says,* ‘‘ You Christians affirm, that your Christ 
is in like manner on more altars where masses are celebrated. 
This seems to be impossible, because it is impossible for one 
body to exist in more places than one. But it is plain that 
this sacrament is celebrated in more places. Therefore it 
seems impossible that the body of Christ should be truly con- 
tained in this sacramert. Unless perhaps any should say, that 
according to one part of it, it is here, and according to another 
part elsewhere. But from thence it would again follow, that 
by the celebration of this sacrament the body of Christ is 
divided into parts: when yet the quantity of the body of Christ 
seems not to suffice for the dividing so many particles out of it, 
as there are places in which this sacrament is performed.” 

7. + “You Christians say, that after consecration, all the 
accidents of bread and wine are manifestly perceived in this 
sacrament, viz. the colour, taste, smeil, figure, quantity, and 
weight. About which you cannot be deceived, because sense 
is not deceived about its proper objects. Now these accidents, 
as you assert, cannot be in the body of Christ as in their sub- 
ject.—Nor can they subsist by themselves, seemg the nature 
and essence of an accident is to be in another thing (7. Metaphys.) 
For accidents, seeing they are forms, cannot be individuated 
but by their subject; and if the subject were taken away, 
would be universal forms. It remains therefore that these 
accidents are in their determinate subjects, vzz. in the substance 
of bread and wine. Wherefore there is there the substance of 
bread and wine, and not the substance of Christ’s body ; for 
it seems impossible that two bodies should be together (in one 
place).”’ 

8. The Jew says, ‘‘ It is certain, that if that wine in your 
sacrament were taken in great quantity, that it would heat the 
body and intoxicate, as before it was a sacrament; and also, 
that the bread would strengthen and nourish. It seems also, 
that if it be kept long and carelessly, it will corrupt; and it 
may be eaten of mice ; the bread and wine also may be burnt 


* Tbid. 15. Impossib. fol. 135. + Ibid. 16. Impossib. fol. 136. 
¢ Ibid. 17. Impossib. fol. 137. 
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and turned into vapours; all which cannot agree to the body 
of Christ, seeing your faith declares it to be impossible. It 
seems therefore impossible, that the body of Christ should be 
contained substantially in this sacrament.” 

9. The Jew says,* that “you Christians break that sacra- 
ment into parts; therefore it is impossible that the body of 
Christ should be there. The consequence is thus proved: 
because, that fraction which does sensibly appear, cannot be 
without a subject. For it seems to be absurd to say, that the 
subject of this fraction is Christ’s body. Therefore it is im- 
possible Christ’s body should be there, but only the substance 
of bread and wine.”’ 

There is a great deal more of what the Jews say against 
this doctrine in that author; but this is enough for the pur- 
poses I before mentioned (and so I leave it to the consciences 
of those concerned) to shew, that even the Jews have better 
explained the words whereby Christ instituted this sacrament, 
than the Romanists have, by making it a figure of Christ’s 
body, and not the body itself, spoken more agreeably to the 
faith of the ancient Church, that did so; and have confuted 
the errors of this Church, by maxims consonant to the sense 
and reason of all mankind. Which God grant they may be 
sensible of who have so manifestly swerved from them all, 
that so their words may never rise up in judgment against 
them. 


* Tbid. 18. Impossib. fol, 137. 


THE DOCTRINE 


OF THE TRINITY AND TRANSUBSTANTIATION 


COMPARED, 


AS TO SCRIPTURE, REASON, AND TRADITION. 
IN A 
NEW DIALOGUE BETWEEN A PROTESTANT AND A PAPIST. 


WHEREIN 
An answer is given to the late proofs of the Antiquity of 
Transubstantiation, in the books called Consensus V eterum, 
and Nubes Testium, Se. 


PART I. 


Pr, 1 REMEMBER your last words at parting were, ‘ Farewell ; 
and God give his Holy Spirit to instruct you.’ Which have 
run much in my mind: for if the Holy Spirit instruct us, what 
need is there of an infallible Church? I hope those were not 
only words of course with you. 

Pa. No; but I meant that the Holy Spirit should instruct 
you about the authority of the Church. 

Pr, Was this indeed your meaning? Then you would have 
me believe the Church infallible, because the Holy Spirit, which 
is infallible, will instruct me about it if I seek his directions. 

Pay Yes. 

Pr. But then I have no reason to believe it: for the Holy 
Spirit, after my seeking his instructions, teaches me otherwise. 
Andif the Holy Spirit is infallible, which way soever it teaches, 
then I am infallibly sure there is no such thing as infallibility 
in what you call the Catholic Church. 

Pa. Come, come; you make too much of a sudden expres- 
sion at parting; I pray let us return to our main business, 
which is to shew, that there is the same ground from Scripture, 
Reason, and Tradition, to believe Transubstantiation, as there is 
to believe the Trimity. And this I affirm again, after reading 
the Answers to the former Dialogue ; and I now come some- 
what better prepared to make it out. 

Pr. So you had need. And I hope [ shall be able not only 
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to defend the contrary, but to make it evident to you that there 
is a mighty difference in these two doctrines, as to Scripture, 
reason, and tradition. But I pray keep close to the point: 

for I hate impertinent trifling in a debate of such consequence. 

Pa. I must confess I over-shot myself a little in the former 
dialogue, when I offered to prove the doctrine of the Trinity 
unreasonable and absurd: for no Church can make such a doc- 
trine, which is unreasonable and absurd in itself, not to be so 
to me; no Church can make three and one to be the same, if 
they be repugnant in themselves. But my meaning was, that 
men’s disputes about these things will never be ended, till they 
submit to the authority of the Church. 

Pr. And then they may believe three, or three hundred 
persons in the Trinity, as the Church pleases. Is that your 
meaning ? 

Pa. No. But I said, to my carnal reason it would appear 
o; but not to my reason, as under the conduct of an infallible 
uide. 

: Pr, Then an infallible guide can make three hundred to be 
but three ; which is a notable trick of infallibility. 

Pa. No; I tell you I meant only that we are not to follow 
carnal reason, but the Church’s authority, 2. e. we are not to 
search into mysteries above reason, but only believe what the 
Church delivers. And I intend now to argue tlie point some- 
what closely with you. Do you believe that there are any 
mysteries in the Christian doctrine above reason or not? If 
not, you must reject the Trinity ; if you do, then you have no 
eround for rejecting transubstantiation, because ‘it is above 
reason. 

Pr. You clearly mistake us ; and I perceive are very little 
acquainted with our doctrine ; for we do not reject any doctrine 
concerning God merely because it is above our reason, when it 
is otherwise clearly proved from Scripture. For then we own 
ourselves bound to submit in matters of divine revelation con- 
cerning an infinite Being, though they be above our capacity 
to comprehend them. But in matters of a finite nature, which 
are far more easy for us to conceive, and which depend upon 
the evidence of sense, we may justly reject any doctrine which 
overthrows that evidence, and is not barely above our reason, 
but repugnant to it. 

Pa. I do not well understand you. 

Pr. So I believe ; but I will endeavour to help your under- 
standing a little. And I pray consider these things : 
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1. That there is a great difference in our conceptions of 

Jinite and infinite beings. For whatsoever is infinite, is thereby 
owned to be above our comprehension, otherwise it would not 
be infinite. The attributes of God which are essential to him, 
as his wisdom, goodness, and power, must be understood by 
us, so far as to form a true notion of that Being which is 
infinite ; but then the infinity of these attributes is above our 
reach. And so his infinite duration, which we call eternity ; 
his infinite presence, which we call his immensity ; the infinite 
extent of his knowledge, as to future contingencies ; all these 
must be confessed to be mysteries, not above our reason, but 
above our capacity. For we have great reason to own them, 
but we have not faculties to comprehend them. We cannot 
believe a God, unless we hold him to be infinite in all perfec- 
tions ; and if he be infinite, he must be incomprehensible ;_ so 
that religion must be overthrown, if something incomprehensible 
be not allowed. And as to finite beings, so far as they run 
into what we call infinite, they are so far out of our reach ; as 
appears by the insuperable difficulties about the infinite divisi- 
bility of quantity. 
_ 2. That we have certain notions of some things in the 
visible world; both that they are, and that they have some 
attributes essential to them. We daily converse with things 
visible and corporeal ; and if we do not conceive something 
true and certain in our minds about them, we live in a dream, 
and have only phantasms and illusions about us. If we are 
certain that there are real bodies, and not mere appearances, 
there must be some certain way of conveying such impressions 
to our minds, from whence they may conclude, this is a horse, 
and this a man, and this is flesh, and this blood, and this is 
wood, and this stone; otherwise all certainty is gone, and we 
must turn mere sceptics. 

3. That in examining the sense of Scripture, we may make 
use of those certain notions of visible things which God and 
nature have planted in us; otherwise we are not dealt with as 
reasonable creatures. And therefore we must use those 
faculties God hath given us, in reading and comparing Scrip- 
tures, and examining the sense that is offered by such notions 
which are agreeable to the nature of things. As for instance, 
the Scripture frequently attributes eyes and ears and hands to 
the Almighty: must we presently believe God to have a 
human shape because of this? No; we compare these with 
the necessary attributes of God, and from thence see a necessity 
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of interpreting these expressions in a sense agreeable to the 
Divine nature. So if other expressions of Scripture seem to 
affirm that of a body which is inconsistent with the nature of 
it; as, that it is not visible, or may be in many places at once, 
there is some reason for me to understand them in a sense 
agreeable to the essential properties of a body. 

4. There is a difference between our not apprehending the 
manner how a thing is, and the apprehending the impossibility 
of the thing itself. And this is the meaning of the distinction 
of things above our reason, and contrary to our reason. If the 
question be, how the same individual nature can be communi- 
cated to three distinct persons? we may justly answer, we 
cannot apprehend the manner of it, no more than we can the 
Divine immensity, or an infinite amplitude without extension. 
But if any go about to prove there is an impossibility m the 
thing, he must prove that the Divine nature can communicate 
itself no otherwise than a finite individual nature can: for all 
acknowledge the same common nature may be communicated 
to three persons, and so the whole controversy rests on this 
single point as to reason; whether the Divine nature and per- 
sons are to be judged and measured as human nature and 
persons are. And in this, I think we have the advantage, in 
point of reason, of the Antitrinitarians themselves, although 
they pretend never so much to it. 

Pa. Good night, Sir; I perceive you are in for an hour; 
and I have not so much time to spare, to hear such long 
preachments. For my part, talk of sense and reason as long 
as you will, I am for the Catholic Church. 

Pr. And truly, she is mightily obliged to you for opposing 
her authority to sense and reason. 

Pa. Callit what you will, I am for the Church’s authority ; 
and the talk of sense and reason is but canting without that. 

Pr. The matter is then come to a fine pass; I thought 
canting had rather been that which was spoken against sense 
or reason. But I pray, Sir, what say you to what I have 
been discoursing ? 

Pa. To tell you truth, I did not mind it; for as soon 
as I heard whither you were going, I clapped fast hold of the 
Church, as a man would do of a mast in a storm, and resolved 
not to let go my hold. 

Pr. What! although you should sink together with it. 

Pa. lf 1 do, the Church must answer for it; for I must 
sink or swim with it. 
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Pr. What comfort will that be to you, when you are called 
to an account for yourself? But if you stick here it is to no 
purpose to talk any more with you. 

Pa. 1 think so too. But now we are in, methinks we 
should not give over thus; especially since I began this dia- 
logue about the Trinity and Transubstantiation. 

Pr. If you do, we know the reason of it. But I am resolved 
to push this matter now as far as it will go; and either to 
convince you of your mistake, or at least to make you give it 
over wholly. 

Pa. But if I must go on in my parallel, I will proceed in 
my own way. I mentioned three things, Scripture, Reason, 
and Tradition. And I will begin with Tradition. 

Pr. This is somewhat an uncouth method; but I must be 
content to follow your conduct. 

Pa. No, Sir, the method is very natural; for im mysteries 
above reason, the safest way is to trust tradition. And none 
can give so good account of that as the Church. 

Pr. Take your own way: but I perceive tradition with 
you is the sense of the present Church; which is as hard to 
conceive, as that a nunc stans should be an eternal succession. 

Pa. As to comparing tradition, I say, that the mystery of 
the Trinity was questioned in the very infancy of the Church, 
and the Arians prevailed much against it in the beginning of 
the fourth age ; but transubstantiation lay unquestioned and 
quiet for a long time; and when it came into debate, there was 
no such opposition as that of Arius, to call in question the 
authority of its tradition; the Church received it unanimously, 
and in that sense continued till rash reason attempted to fathom 
the unlimited miracles and mysteries of God. 

Pr. I stand amazed at the boldness of this assertion: but 
I find your present writers are very little versed in antiquity ; 
which makes them offer things concerning the ancient Church, 
especially as to transubstantiation, which those who had been 
modest and learned would have been ashamed of. 

Pa. I hope I may make use of them to justify myself, 
though you slight them, I mean the Consensus Veterum, the 
Nubes Testium, and the single sheet about transubstantiation. 

Pr. Take them all, and as many more as you please, I am 
sure you can never prove transubstantiation to have been, and 
the Trinity not to have been the constant belief of the Primitive 
Church. 

Pa. Let me manage my own argument first.. 
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Pr. All the reason in the world. 

Pa. My argument is, that the doctrine of the Trinity met 
with far more opposition than transubstantiation did. 

Pr. Good reason for it, because it was never heard of then. 
You may as well say, the tradition of the circulation of the 
blood lay very quiet, from the days of Hippocrates to the time 
of Parisanus. Who was there that opposed things before they 
were thought of? 

Pa. That is your great mistake, for transubstantiation was 
very well known, but they did not happen to speak so much of 
it, because it was not opposed. 

Pr. But how is it possible for you to know it was so well 
known, if they spake not of it ? 

Pa. I did not say they did not speak of it, but not so 
much, or not half so express ; because it is not customary for 
men to argue unquestionable truths, 

Pr. But still how shall it be known that the Church received 
this doctrine unanimously, if they do not speak expressly of it ? 
But since you offer at no proof of your assertion, I will make 
a fair offer to you, and undertake to prove, that the Fathers 
spake expressly against it. 

Pa. How is that? Expressly against it? God forbid. 

Pr. Make of it what you please, and answer what you can: 
I begin with my proofs. 

Pa. Nay, then we are in for all night. I am now full of 
business, and cannot hearken to tedious proofs out of the 
Fathers, which have been canvassed a hundred times. 

Pr. I will be as short as I can; and I promise you not to 
transcribe any that have hitherto written, nor to urge you 
with any spurious writer, or lame citation at second or third 
hand; and I shall produce nothing but what I have read, con- 
sidered, and weighed in the authors themselves. 

Pa. Since it must be so, let me hear your doughty argu- 
ments, which I cannot as well turn against the Trinity; for 
that is my point. 

Pr. I leave you to try your skill upon them. The first 
shall be from the proofs of the truth of Christ’s incarnation ; 
and I hope this will not hold against the Trinity. And those 
arguments which they brought to prove Christ incarnate, do 
overthrow transubstantiation effectually. So that either we 
must make the Fathers to reason very ill against heretics ; or, 
if their arguments be good, it was impossible they should 
believe transubstantiation. For can you suppose that any 
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ean believe it, who should not barely assert, but make the 
force of an argument to lie in this, that the substance of the 
bread doth not remain after consecration? And this I now 
prove, not from any slight inconsiderable authors, but from 
some of the greatest men in the Church in their time. I 
begin with St. Chrysostom, whose epistle to Ceesarius is at last 
brought to light by a learned person of the Roman communion ; 
who makes no question of the sincerity of it, and saith, ‘‘ the 
Latin translation which only he could find entire, was about 
five hundred years old; but he hath so confirmed it by the 
Greek fragments of it, quoted by ancient Greek authors, that 
there can be no suspicion left concerning it. 

Pa. What means all this ado before you come to the point ? 

Pr. Because this epistle hath been formerly so confidently 
denied to be St. Chrysostom’s ; and such care was lately taken 
to suppress it. 

Pa. But what will you do with it now you have it? 

Pr. I will tell you presently. This epistle was written by 
him for the satisfaction of Ceesarius, a monk, who was in danger 
of being seduced by the Apollinarists. 

Pa. What have we to do with the Apollinarists? Do you 
think all hard words are akin, and so the affinity rises between 
Apollinarists and transubstantiation ? 

Pr. You shall find it comes nearer the matter than you 
imagined. For those heretics denied the truth of the human 
nature of Christ after the union, and said that the properties of 
it did then belong to the divine nature; as appears by that 
very epistle. 

Pa. And what of all this? Do we deny the truth of Christ’s 
human nature ? 

Pr. No; but I pray observe the force of his parallel. He 
is proving that each nature in Christ contains its properties ; 
for, saith he,* ‘‘as before consecration we call it bread, but 
after it, by divine grace sanctifying it through the prayer of 
the priest, it is no longer called bread, but the body of our 
Lord, although the nature of bread remains in it; and it doth 


* Sicut enim antequam sanctificatur panis, panem nominamus, divina 
autem illum sanctificante Gratia, mediante Sacerdote, liberatus est quidem 
ab appellatione panis, dignus autem habitus est Dominici Corporis appel- 
latione, etiamsi natura Panis in ipso permansit, et non duo Corpora, sed 
unum Corpus Filii predicatur; sic et hic divina évWpupdong (évidpu- 
pévne in Graec. Exemplar. Ep. Bigot.) id est, inundante Corporis Natura, 
unum Filium, unam Personam utraque bec fecerunt. 

VOL. IX. ».¢ 
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not become two bodies, but one body of Christ; so here the 
divine nature being joined to the human, they both make one 
Son, and one Person.” 

Pa. And what do you infer from hence ? 

Pr. Nothing more, but that the nature of bread doth as 
certainly remain after consecration, as the nature of Christ 
doth after the union. 

Pa. Hold alittle. Forthe author of the single sheet saith,* 
“That the Fathers by nature and substance do often mean no 
more than the natural qualities, or visible appearances of 
things.” And why may not St. Chrysostom mean so here ? 

Pr. I say, it is impossible he should. For all the dispute 
was about the substance, and not about the qualities, as appears 
by that very epistle; for those heretics granted that Christ 
had all the properties of a body left still; they do not deny 
that Christ could suffer, but they said, the properties of a body 
after the union belonged to the divine nature, the human nature 
being swallowed up by the union. And therefore St. Chrysos- 
tom, by nature, must understand substance, and not qualities ; 
or else he doth by no means prove that which he aimed at. 
So that St. Chrysostom doth manifestly assert the substance 
of the bread to remain after consecration. 

Pa. But doth not St. Chrysostom suppose then, that upon 
consecration, ‘“‘the bread is united to the divinity, as the 
human nature is to the divine ;”’ else what parallel could he 
make ? 

Pr. I will deal freely with you, by declaring, that not St. 
Chrysostom only, but many others of the Fathers, did own the 
bread, after consecration, ta be made the real body of Christ ; 
but not in your sense, by changing the substance of the elements 
into that body of Christ which is in heaven; but by a mystical 
union, caused by the Holy Spirit, whereby the bread becomes 
the body of Christ, as that was which was conceived in the 
womb of the blessed Virgin. But this is quite another thing 
trom transubstantiation ; and the Church of England owns, 
that after consecration, “the bread and wine are the body and 
blood of Christ.” 

- Pa. But although this be not transubstantiation, it may be 
something as hard to believe or understand. 

Pr. By no means. For all the difficulties relating to the 
taking away the substance of the bread, and the properties of 
Christ’s body, are removed by this hypothesis. 


* Papist Misrepresented, and Represented, part 2. ch. 3. p. 23. 
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Pa. Let us then keep to our point. But methinks this is 
bu aslender appearance yet; St. Chrysostom stands alone 
for all that I see. 

Pr. Have but a little patience, and you shall see more of his 
mind presently. But I must first tell you, that the Eutychians 
afterwards were condemned in the Council of Chalcedon for 
following this doctrine of Apollmaris; and that Council 
defines,* ‘‘that the differences of the two natures in Christ 
were not destroyed by the union; but that their properties 
were preserved distinct, and concur to one person.” And 
against these, the other Fathers disputed just as St. Chrysostom 
had done before against the Apollinarists. 

Theodoret brings the same instance, and he affirms expressly, 
that the nature of the elements is not changed ; that they do 
not lose their proper nature, but remain in their former 
substance, figure and form, and may be seen and touched as 
before.t 

Still this is not to prove any accidental qualities, but the 
very substance of Christ’s body to remain. 

Pa. But was not Theodoret a man of suspected faith in the 
Church? and therefore no great matter can be made of his 
testimony. 

Pr. Yield it then to us; and see if we do not clear Theo- 
doret ; but your own learned men never question him, as to 
this matter (at least), and the ancient Church hath vindicated 
his reputation. And he saith no more than St. Chrysostom 
before him, and others of great esteem after him. 

Pa. Who were they? 

Pr. What say you to a Pope, whom you account head of 
the Church? Pope Gelasius, writing against the same heretics, 
produces the same example, and he expresly saith, “the sub- 
stance of the bread and wine doth not cease.” 


* Concil. Chalced. Act. 5. 

+ ‘O yap 0) 7d pice cHpa ciroy Kai dprov mpocayopevoac, Kai ad 
madty éavTov Guredov dvopdoac, odTocg Ta Opwpeva obpBora TY TOU 
oWMATOC TOOONyopia TETipNKEY, Ov THY pio pETaBahwy, AAG THY 
xapw ry pvos mpooTegnkwc. Dial. 1. Ovdde yao pera TOY aytacpoy 
Ta pvoTikd obpBora Tic oiKkeiacg tiorarar Pioewc’ pévEer yao éri THC 
Toorépac ovclac Kai TOU OxHpaToC, Kai TOU EloUE, Kai OpaTra éore Kat 
anda, oloy Kai mpdrepov Hy. Dial.2. 

¢ Certé Sacramenta que sumimus Corporis et Sanguinis Domini, di- 
vina res est, propter quod et per eadem divine efficimur consortes Nature, 
et tamen esse non desinit substantia vel natura Panis et Vini. Gelas. in 
Biblioth. Patr. tom. 4. 

ae 
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Pa. I thought I should find you tripping. Here you put a 
fob-head of the Church upon us. For the author of the single 
sheet saith,* this was another Gelasius, as is proved at large 
by Bellarmine. 

Pr. In truth, I am ashamed of the ignorance of such small 
authors, who will be meddling with things they understand 
not. For this writer, since Bellarmine’s time, hath been 
evidently proved from testimonies of antiquity, such as 
Fulgentius and John II. to have been Pope Gelasius, and 
that by some of the most learned persons of the Roman Com- 
munion, such as Cardinal Du Perron, Petavius, Sirmondus, 
and others. 

Pa. Have you any more that talk at this rate? 

Pr. Yes. What think you of a Patriarch of Antioch, who 
useth the same similitude for the same purpose; and he affirms, 
that the sensible substance still continues in the eucharist, 
though it hath divine grace joined with it.t And I pray now 
tell me seriously, did the tradition of transubstantiation lie 
unquestioned and quiet all this while? When we have three 
patriarchs, of Constantinople, Rome, and Antioch, expressly 
against it; and one of them owned by yourselves to be head 
of the Church ; and held by many to be infallible, especially 
when he teaches the Church; which he doth, if ever, when he 
declares against heretics. 

Pa. 1 know not what to say, unless by nature and substance 
they meant qualities and properties. 

Pr. I have evidently proved that could not be their meaning. 

Pa. But I am told Monsieur Arnaud, in his elaborate 
defence against Claude, goes that way, and he saith,t “the 
Eutychians and Apollinarists did not absolutely deny any sub- 
stance to remain in Christ’s body, but not so as to be endued 
with such properties as ours have.” 

Pr. I grant this is the main of his defence; but I confess, 
Monsieur Arnaud hath not so much authority with me, as a 
General Council which declared the contrary ; viz. ‘That the 
Eutychians were condemned for not holding two substances 
or natures in Christ after the union.””§ And Domnus Antio- 


* Pag. 20. 

+ Otrw kat Tapa THY TLOTOY AaLBavéopEVvoY CHa Xovorod, Kai TiC 
aiodnrig ovotiac obk éicrarat, Kai Tig voeTHe Advaiveroy péever Yaou= 
roc. Ephrem Antioch. ap. Phot. Cod. 229. 

+Pota. SEE BS e5G, B29)'10;114 

§ Ap. Facund. 1. 8. ¢. 5. 
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chenus, who first laid open the Eutychian heresy, saith, ‘It lay 
in making a mixture and confusion of both natures in Christ, 
and so making the divinity passible:’’ and to the same purpose 
others. There were some who charged both Apollinaris and 
Eutyches with holding, “that Christ brought his body from 
heaven, and that it was not consubstantial with ours ;’* but 
Apollinaris himself, im the fragments preserved by Leontius, 
not only denies it, but pronounces an anathema against those 
that hold it. And Vitalis of Antioch, a great disciple of his, 
in discourse with Epiphanius,+ utterly denied a celestial. body 
in Christ. Vincentius Lirmensis saith, “His heresy lay in 
denying two distinct substances in Christ.” St. Augustine saith, 
‘He held but one substance after the union ;”’ so that he must 
deny any substance of a body to remain after the union, which 
he asserted to be wholly swallowed up, and the properties to 
continue: which was another kind of transubstantiation; for 
no more of the substance of Christ’s body was supposed. to 
remain after the union, than there is supposed to be in the 
elements after consecration. But in both cases the pro- 
perties and qualities were the same still. And it is observable, 
that in the Acts of the Council{ of Chalcedon, Eutyches 
rejected it, ‘as a calumny cast upon him, that he should hold 
that Christ brought a body from heaven.” But the Kutychian 
doctrine lay in taking away the substance of the body, and 
making the divinity the sole substance, but with the 
accidents and properties of the body. And for this they pro- 
duced the words of St. John, “The Word was made flesh ;” 
which they urged with the same confidence that you now do, 
“Thisis my body.” § And when they were urged with diffi- 
culties, they made the very same recourse to God’s omnipo- 
tency, aud the letter of Scripture, and made the same declama- 
tions against the use of reason that you do; and withal, they 
would not have the human nature to be annihilated, but to be 
changed into the dive ; just as your authors do about the 
substance of the bread. So that it is hard to imagine a more 
exact parallel to transubstantiation than there is in this doc- 
trine ; and consequently there can be no more evident proof of 
it, than the Fathers making use of the instance of the eucha- 
rist, to shew, that as the substance of bread doth remain after 


* Ap. Canis. Antiq. Lection. tom. 4. p. 112, 114, 127. 

+ Epiph. Her. 77. Vincent. Common, Aug. de Heres. c. 55, 
t Concil. Chalced. Act. 1. 

§ Theodr. Dial. 1. et 2. 


310 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


consecration ; and so the substance of Christ’s body doth con- 
tinue after the union. And when the Fathers from the 
remaining properties do prove the substance to remain, they 
overthrow the possibility of transubstantiation. For, if they 
might be without the substance, their whole argument loses its 
force, and proves just nothing. 

Pa. But all this proves nothing as to the faith of the 
Church ; being only arguments used by divines in the heat of 
disputes. 

Pr. Do you then in earnest give up the Fathers as dispu- 
tants to us; but retain them as believers to yourselves? But. 
how should we know their faith but by their works ? 

Pa. I perceive you have a mind to be pleasant; but my 
meaning was, that in disputes men may easily overshoot them- 
selves, and use ineffectual arguments. 

Pr. But is it possible to suppose they should draw arguments 
from something against the faith of the Church? As for 
Instance; suppose, now we are disputing about transubstan- 
tiation, you should bring an argument from the human nature 
of Christ, and say, that as in the hypostatical union the sub- 
stance is changed, and nothing but the accidents remain ; so it 
is in the elements upon consecration. Do you think I should 
not presently deny your example, and say, your very supposition 
is heretical? So, no doubt, would the Eutychians have done, 
in case the faith of the Church had then been, that the sub- 
stance of the elements was changed after consecration. And 
the Eutychians were the most sottish disputants m the world, 
if they had not brought the doctrine of transubstantiation to 
prove their heresy. 

Pa. Methinks you are very long upon this argument ; when 
shall we have done at this rate? 

Pr, I take this for your best answer ; and so I proceed to a 
second argument, which I am sure will not hold against the 
Trinity ; and that is, from the natural and inseparable proper- 
ties of Christ’s body ; which are utterly inconsistent with the 
belief of transubstantiation. And the foree of the argument in 
general, lies in this, that the Fathers did attribute such things 
to the body of Christ, which render it incapable of being pre- 
sent in such a manner in the sacrament as transubstantiation 
supposes. And no men who understand themselves, will assert 
that at one time, which they must be bound to deny at 
another ; but they will be sure to make an exception or limita~- 
tion, which may reconcile both together. As if ‘you should 
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say, that the body of Christ cannot be in more places than one 
at once, upon the doctrine of St. Thomas; you would pre- 
sently add, with regard to the sacrament, 7. e. not in regard of 
its natural presence, but ina sacramental it may: so, if the 
Fathers had an opinion like yours as to the body of Christ, 
they would have a reserve, or exception, as to the sacrament. 
But it appears by their writings, that they attribute such 
properties in general to the body of Christ, as overthrow any 
such presence, without exceptions or limitations. But that is 
not all: for I shall now prove, 

1. That they do not attribute circumscription to Christ’s 
body in heaven, so as to exclude the possibility of its being 
upon earth. 

2. That they deny any such thing as the supernatural 
existence of a body after the manner of a spirit. 

Pa. What do you mean? I am quite tired already ; and 
now you are turning up the other glass. 

Pr. Since you will be dabbling in thesefcontroversies, you 
must not think to escape so easily. I have been not a little 
offended at the insolence of some late pamphlets upon this 
argument ; and now I come to close reasoning, you would fain 
be gone. | 

Pa. Tam in a little haste at present ; I pray come quickly 
to the point. 

Pr. As soon as you please. What think you, if a man now 
should bring an argument to prove a matter of faith from hence, 
that Christ’s body could not be in heaven and earth at once ; 
would this argument hold good? Yet thus Vigilius Tapsitanus 
argues against those who denied two natures in Christ ; for 
saith he,* ‘The body of Christ, when it was on earth, was 
not in heaven ; now it is in heaven, it is not upon earth; and 
it is so far from being so, that we expect him to come from 
heaven in his flesh, whom we believe to be now present on earth 
by his divinity.” How can this hold, if the body of Christ can 
be in heaven and earth at the same time ? 

Pa. He speaks this of the natural presence of Christ’s body, 
and not of the sacramental. 

Pr. The argument is not drawn from the manner of the 
presence, but from the nature of a body ; that it could not be 


* Nam quando in terra fuit, non erat ubique in coelo. Et nune quia 
in coelo est, non est ubique in terra, et in tantum non est, ut secundum 
ipsam (carnem) Christum spectemus esse venturum de coelo, quem secun- 
dum verbum nobiscum esse credimus in terra. Cont. Eutych. 1. 4. n. 14. 
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in heaven and earth at the same time. And so St. Augustine 
said,* ‘* that Christ was every where present as God ; but con- 
fined to a certain place in heaven, according to the measure of 
his true body.” 

Pa. This is only to disprove the ubiquity of Christ’s body ; 
and not his being in several places at the same time. 

Pr. Then you yield it to be repugnant to the nature of a 
body to be every where present. 

Pa: Yes. 

Pr. But what if there be as great a repugnancy from St. 
Augustine’s argument, for a body to be present in several 
places at once ? 

Pa. I see no such thing. 

Pr. No? His argument is from the confinement of a true 
body to a certain place. And if it be in many places at once, 
it is as far from being confined as if it took up all places. And 
there are some greater difficulties as to a body’s bemg distant 
from itself, than in asserting its ubiquity. 

Pa. I perceive you are inclined to be a Lutheran. 

Pr. No such matter. For I think the essential properties 
of a finite and infinite being are incommunicable to each other, 
and I look on ubiquity as one of them. 

Pa. Then the same argument will not hold as to pre- 
sence in several places, for this is no infinite perfection. 

_ Pr. You run from one argument to another. For these are 
two distinct ways of arguing; and the argument from the 
repugnancy of it to the nature of a body doth as well hold 
against ubiquity, as that it is a divine perfection. And St. 
Augustine, in that excellent epistle, doth argue from the essential 
properties and dimensions of bodies, and the difference of the 
presence of a spirit and a body. I pray read and consider 
that epistle, and you will think it impossible St. Augustine 
should believe transubstantiation. 

Pa. St. Augustine was a great disputant, and such are wont, 
while they are eager upon one point, to forget another. But 
St. Augustine elsewhere doth assert the presence of Christ’s 
real body in the sacrament. 

Pr. Then the plain consequence is, that he contradicted 
himself. 

Pa. But he doth not speak of a sacramental presence. 


* Et ubique totum presentem esse non dubites tanquam Deum—et in 
loco aliquo coeli propter veri corporis modum. Ad Dardan, 
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Pr, What again? But St. Augustine makes this an essen- 
tial difference between a divine and corporeal presence ;* that 
“the one doth not fill places by its dimensions as the other 
doth ;’ so that bodies cannot be in distant places at once. 
What think you of this? 

Pa. I pray go on. 

Pr, What think you of the Manichees’ doctrine, who held 
**that Christ was in the sun and moon when he suffered on 
the cross?”’: Was this possible or not? 

Pa. What would you draw from hence? 

Pr. Nothing more, but that St. Augustine disproved it,+ 
‘because his body could not be at the same time in the sun 
and moon, and upon earth.” 

Pa. As to the ordinary course of nature St. Augustine’s 
argument holds, but not as to the miraculous power of God. 

Pr. There is a difference between the ordinary course of 
nature, and the unchangeable order of nature. 

Pa. Let me hear this again, for it is new doctrine to us. 

Pr. That’s strange! Those things are by the ordinary 
course of nature, which cannot be changed but by divine 
power, but imply no repugnancy for God to alter that course ; 
but those are by the unchangeable order of nature, which 
cannot be done without overthrowing the very nature of the 
things ; and such things are impossible in themselves, and 
therefore God himself cannot do them. 

Pa. It seems then you set bounds to God’s omnipotency. 

Pr. Doth not the Scripture say, there are some things 
impossible for God to do? 

Pa. Yes; such as are repugnant to his own perfections ; as 
‘it is impossible for God to lie.” 

Pr. But are there no other things impossible to be done ? 
What think you of making the time past not to be past? 

Pa. That is impossible im itself, 

Pr. But is it not impossible for the same body to be in two 
different times ? 

Pad Les: 

Pr. Why not then in two or more different places ; since a 
body is as certainly confined, as to place, as it is to time ? 


* Non enim corpora sunt, quorum amplior sit in tribus quam in 
singulis magnitudo, nec loca suis molibus tenent, ut distantibus spatiis 
simul esse non possint. Ad Dardan. 

+ Secundum presentiam vero corporalem simul et in sole et in luna et 
in cruce esse non posset. C. Faust. 1. 20. c. 11. 
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Pa. You are run now into the point of reason when we were 
upon St. Augustine’s testimony. 

Pr. But I say, St. Augustine went upon this ground: that 
it was repugnant to the nature of a body to be in more places 
than one at the same time. And so likewise Cassian proves,* 
“that when Christ was upon earth he could not be in heaven, 
but in regard of his divinity.” Is there not the same repug- 
nancy for a body in heaven to be upon earth, as for a body 
upon earth to be in heaven ? 

Pa. These are new questions which I have not met with in 
our writers, and therefore I shall take time to answer them. 
But all these testimonies proceed upon a body considered under 
the nature of a body ; but in the sacrament, we consider Christ’s 
body as present after the manner of a spirit. 

Pr. That was the next thing I promised to prove from the 
Fathers, that they knew of no such thing, and therefore could 
not believe your doctrine. Have you observed what the 
Fathers say about the difference of body and spirit ? | 

Pa. Not I; but I have read our authors, who produce them 
for our doctrine. 

Pr. That is the perpetual fault of your writers, to attend 
more to the sound of their words than to the force of their 
reasonings. They bring places out of popular discourses in- 
tended to heighten the people’s devotion, and never compare 
them with those principles which they assert, when they come 
to reasoning ; which would plainly shew their other expressions 
are to be understood in a mystical and figurative sense. But 
I pray tell me, do you think the Fathers had no distinct 
notion of a body and spirit, and the essential properties of 
both ? 

Pa. Yes, doubtless. 

Pr. Suppose then they made those to lie in such things as 
are inconsistent with the presence of Christ’s body in the sacra- 
ment after the manner of a spirit, do you think then they 
could hold it to be so present? And if they did not, they 
could not believe transubstantiation. 

Pa. Very true. 

Pr, What think you then of St. Augustine, who makes it 
impossible for a body to be without its dimensions and ex- 
tension of parts? But you assert a body may be without 


* Et cum in terra loquitur, in ccelo utique nisi per Dei infinitatem 
esse non possit. De Incarn. 1. 4.c. 6. 
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them ; or else it cannot be after the manner of a spirit, as you 
say it is in the sacrament. 

Pa. I pray shew that St. Augustine made it inconsistent with 
the nature of a body to be otherwise. 

Pr. He saith, “ that all bodies, how gross or subtile soever 
they be, can never be all every where* (7.e. cannot be indivisibly 
present after the manner of a spirit), but must be extended 
according to their several parts, and whether great or little, 
must take up a space, and so fill the place, that it cannot be 
all in any one part.” Is this possible to be reconciled with 
your notion of a body being present after the manner of a spirit ? 

Pa. To be present after the manner of a spirit is, with us, 
to be so present, as not to be extended, and to be whole in 
every part. 

Pr. But this St. Augustine saith, ‘no body can be ;’’ and 
not only there but elsewhere he saith, ‘‘ Take away dimensions 
from bodies, and they are no longer bodies. And that a greater 
part takes up a greater space, and a lesser a less; and must be 
always less in the part than in the whole.’”’+ 

Pa. But he speaks of extension in itself, and not with 
respect to place. 

Pr. That is of extension that is not extended ; for if it be, 
it must have respect to place ; but nothimg can be plainer than 
that St. Augustine doth speak with respect to place.t Andhe 
elsewhere saith, “that every body must have place, and be 
extended in it.” 


* Sive ista crassiora, sive subtiliora, sed tamen corpora, quorum 
nullum potest esse ubique totum, quoniam per innumerabiles partes aliud 
alibi habeat necesse est. Et quantumcunque sit corpus, seu quantulum. 
cunque corpusculum, loci occupet spatium, eundemque locum sic impleat, 
ut in nulla ejus parte sit totum. Ad Volusian. 

+ Quangquam si hoc demas corporibus, quantum mea opinio est, neque 
sentiri possunt, neque omnino corpora esse recte existimarem. De Quant. 
Anime, c. 4.—Quod per loci spacium aliqua longitudine, latitudine, 
altitudine ita sistitur vel movetur, ut majore sui parte majorem locum 
occupet, et breviore breviorem, minusque sit in parte quam in toto. Ad 
Hieron. Ep. 166. 

¢{ Non omnino potest esse aliquod corpus, sive coeleste, sive terrestre, 
sive aereum, sive humidum, quid non minus sit in parte quam in toto, 
neque ullo modo possit in loco hujus partis simul habere aliam partem; 
sed aliud hic, aliud alibi habens per quelibet spatia locorum distantia 
et dividua, vel potius, ut ita dicam, sectili more distenditur. C. Epist. 
Manich. c. 16. 
~ Omne corpus locale est, et omne locale corpus est. 63. Quest. c. 35. 

Corpus quodlibet per localia spatia porrectum est. 83. Quest. c. 51. 
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Pa. But he doth not speak this of the sacrament. 

Pr. But he speaks it of all bodies wheresoever present ; and 
he doth not except the sacrament, which he would certainly 
have done, if he had believed as you do concerning it. 

Pa. St. Augustine might have particular opmions in this, as 
he had in other things. 

Pr. So far from it, that I shall make it appear, that this 
was the general sense of the Fathers. St. Gregory Nazianzen 
saith,* “ That the nature of bodies requires, that they have 
figure and shape, and may be touched, and seen, and circum- 
scribed.” St. Cyril of Alexandria saith, ‘‘ That if God him- 
self were a body, he must be liable to the properties of bodies, 
and he must be im a place, as bodies are.’ And all those 
Fathers who prove that God cannot be a body, do it from such 
arguments as shew, that they knew nothing of a body’s being 
after the manner of a spirit: for then the force of their argu- 
ments is lost, which are taken from the essential properties of 
a body, such as extension, divisibility, and circumscription. 
But if a body may be without these, then God may be a body 
after the manner of a spirit; and so the spirituality of the 
divine nature will be taken away. 

Pa. I never heard these arguments before, and must take 
some time to consider. 

Pr. The sooner the better; and I am sure if you do, you 
will repent being a new convert. But I have yet something 
to add to this argument; viz. that those who have stated the 
difference between body and spirit, have made extension, and 
taking up a place, and divisibility, necessary to the very being 
of a body ; and that what is not circumscribed, is incorporeal.+ 

Pa. Methinks your arguments run out toa great length; I 
pray bring them into a less compass. 

Pr. I proceed to a third argument from the Fathers, which 
will not take up much time: and that is, that the Fathers 
knew nothing of the subsistence of accidents without their sub- 
stance, without which, transubstantiation cannot be main- 
tained : and therefore in the Roman schools, the possibility of 
accidents subsisting without their subjects, is defended. But 
on the contrary, Maximus, one of the oldest of the Fathers, 
who lived in the second century, affirms it to be “of the 
essence of accidents to be in their substance.”’ St. Basil saith, $ 

* Orat. 34. etin Ep. ad Cledon. Dial. 2. de Trin. 


+ Claud. Mamert. de Statu Anime, |. 1. c.5, 17, 18.1.3. c¢. 14. 
t+ Apud Euseb. de Prep. Evangel. 1. 7. c. 22. § Basil. Epist. 43. 
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‘** Nature doth not bear a distinction between body and figure, 
although reason makes one.”’ 

Isidore Pelusiota* saith, “That quality cannot be without 
substance.” 

Gregory Nyssen,} ‘‘That figure cannot be without body, 
and that a body cannot be conceived without qualities : and 
that if we take away colour, and quantity, and resistance, the 
whole notion of a body is destroyed.” ‘‘ Take away space from 
bodies,”’ saith St. Augustine,t “and they can be no where ; 
and if they can be nowhere, they cannot be:’ and so he saith, 
“if we take away bodies from their qualities.” And in plain 
terms, “‘that no qualities, as colours or form, can remain 
without their subject.” 

And that no accidents can be without their subject, is in 
general affirmed by Isidore Hispalensis,§ Boethius, Damascene, 
and others, who give an accountof the philosophy of the ancients, 

Pa. All this proceeds upon the old philosophy of accidents : 
what if there be none at all? 

Pr. What then makes the same impression on our senses 
when the substance is gone, as when it was there? Is there a 
perpetual miracle to deceive our senses? But it is impossible 
to maintain transubstantiation, as it is defined in the Church 
of Rome, without accidents: they may hold some other 
doctrine in the place of it, but they cannot hold that. And 
that other doctrine will be as impossible to be understood. 
For if once we suppose the body of Christ to be in the sacra- 
ment, in place of the substance of the bread, which appears to 
our senses to be bread still : then suppose there be no accidents, 
the body of a man must make the same impression on our 
senses, which the substance of bread doth, which is so horrible 
an absurdity, that the philosophy of accidents cannot imply 
any greater than it. So that the new transubstantiators had 
as good return to the old Mumpsimus of accidents. 

Pa. Isuppose you have now done with this argument. 

Pr. No: Lhave something farther to say about it, which is, 
that the Fathers do not only assert, “‘that accidents cannot 
be without their subject,” but they confute heretics on that 
supposition : which shews their assurance of the truth of it. 


* Jsidor. Epist.1. 2. Ep. 72. 

+ Greg. Nyssen. in Hexaem. p.13. De Hom. Opificio, c. 24. 

t Aug. Ep. ad Dardanum, cont. Julian. 1. 5, c. 9. 

§ Isid. Origin. 1. 2. c. 26. Boeth. de Pradic. Damascen. Dial. c. 1. 
Alcuin. Dial. c. 5, 12. ; 
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Treneeus* overthrows the Valentinian conjugations, because 
truth can be no more without a subject, than water without 
moisture, or fire without heat, or a stone without hardness, 
which are so joined together, that they cannot be separated. 

Methodiust confutes Origen’s fancy about the soul having 
the shape of a body, without the substance, because the shape 
and the body cannot be seperated from each other. 

St. Augustinet proves the immortality of the soul from 
hence, “because mere accidents can never be separated from 
the body, so as the mindis by abstraction.” And in another 
place, he asserts it to be a ‘‘ monstrous absurd doctrine, to sup- 
pose that thing, whose nature is to be in a subject, to be capa- 
ble of subsisting without it.” 

Claudianus Mamertus. proves,$ “that the soul could not 
bein the body as its subject ; for then it could not subsist when 
the body is destroyed.” 

Pa. I hope you have now done with this third argument. 

Pr. Yes: and I shall wait your own time for an answer. I 
go on to a fourth: and that is, from the evidence of sense, 
asserted and allowed by the Fathers, with respect to the body 
of Christ. 

Pa. Texpected this before now. For, as the author of the 
single sheet observes: ‘This is the cock-argument of one of 
the lights of your Church ; and it so far resembles the light, 
that like it, it makes a glaring show, but go to grasp it, and 
you find nothing in your hand.” 

Pr, Then it is plain our senses are deceived. 

Pa. Not as to transubstantiation: for he believes more of 
his senses than we do: for his eyes tell him there is the colour 
of bread, and he assents to them; his tongue, that it has the 
taste of bread, and he agrees to it: and so for his smelling and 
feeling: but then he hath a notable fetch in his conclusion ; 
viz. that his ears tell him from the words spoken by Christ 
himself, that it is the body of Christ, and he believes these 
too. Is not here one'sense more than you believe? And yet 
you would persuade the world that we do not believe our 
senses. 

Pr. This is admirable stuff; but it must be tenderly dealt 
with. For I pray, what doth he mean, when he saith, “ he 


Ry irene eae: + Apud Phot. Cod. 234. 
¢ Aug. de Immort. Anim. c. 10. Soliloq. 1. 2.c. 13. 
§ De Statu Anime, l. 3. c. 3. 
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believes from Christ’s own words, that it is the body of Christ ?” 
What is this 7¢ ? Is it the accidents he speaks of before ? 
Are those accidents then the body of Christ? Is it the sub- 
stance of bread? But that is not discerned by the senses, 
he saith ; and if it were, will he say that the substance of bread. 
is the body of Christ? If neither of these, then his believing 
it is the body of Christ signifies nothing ; for there can be no 
sense of it. 

Pa. However, he shews, that we who believe transubstantia- 
tion do not renounce our senses, as you commonly reproach 
us ; for we believe all that our senses represent to us, which is 
only the outward appearance. For, as he well observes, if 
your eyes see the substance of things, they are most extra- 
ordinary ones, and better than ours. For our parts, we eee 
no farther than the colour, or figure, &c. of things, which are 
only accidents, and the entire object of that sense. 

‘Pr. Is there no difference between the perception of sense, 
and the evidence of sense? We grant, that the perception of 
our senses goes no farther than to the outward accidents; but 
that perception affords such an evidence by which the mind 
doth pass judgment upon the thing represented by the out- 
ward sense. I pray tell me, have you any certainty there is 
such a thing as a material substance in the world ? 

Pas Nes. 

Pr. Whence comes the certainty of the substance, since 
your senses cannot discover it? Do we live among nothing 
but accidents? Or can we know nothing beyond them ? 

Pa. I grant we may know in general, that there are such 
things as substances in the world. 

Pr. But can we not know the difference of one substance 
from another, by our senses? As for instance, can we not 
know a man from a horse, or an elephant from a mouse, or a 
piece of bread from a church? Or do we only know there are 
such and such accidents belong to every one of these ; but our 
senses are not so extraordinary to discover the substances 
under them? I pray answer me one question, Did you ever 
keep Lent? 

Pa. What a strange question is this? Did you not tell me 
you would avoid impertinences ? 

Pr. This is none, I assure you. 

Pa. Then I answer, I think myself obliged to keep it. 

Pr. Then you thought yourself bound to abstain from flesh, 
and to eat fish. 
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Pa. What of all that ? 

Pr. Was it the substance of flesh you abstained from, or 
only the accidents of it ? 

Pa. The substance. 

Pr. And did you know the difference between the substance 
of flesh and fish by your taste ? 

Pa. Yes. 

Pr. Then you have an extraordinary taste, which goes to 
the very substance. 

Pa. But this is off from our business, which was about the 
Fathers, and not our own judgment about the evidence of sense. 

Pr. I am ready for you upon that argument. And I only 
desire to know whether you think the evidence of sense suffi- 
cient, as to the true body of Christ, where it is supposed to be 
present ? 

Pa. By no means; for then we could not believe it to be 
present, where we cannot perceive it. 

Pr. But the Fathers did assert the evidence of sense to be 
sufficient, as to the true body of Christ; so Irenzeus,* Tertul- 
han,+ Epiphanius,t Hilary,§ and St. Augustine.|| I will pro- 
duce their words at length, if you desire them. 

Pa. It will be but lost labour, smce we deny not, as Car- 
dinal Bellarmine well saith,” “the evidence of sense to be a 
good positive evidence, but not a negative,” ¢. e. that it is a 
body which is handled, and felt, and seen; but not, that it is 
no body which is not. 

Pr. Very well! and I pray then what becomes of your 
single sheet-man, who so confidently denies sense to be good 
positive evidence as to a real body ; but only as to the outward 
appearance ? 

Pa. You mistake him ; for he saith, ‘‘ We are to believe our 
senses, where they are not indisposed, and no divme revelation 
intervenes ;’’ which we believe there doth in this case; and 
therefore, unless the Fathers speak of the sacrament, we have 
no reason to regard their testimonies in this matter. But we 
have stronger evidence against you from the Fathers, for they 
say we are not to rely on the evidence of sense, as to the 
sacrament. So St. Cyril, St. Chrysostom, and St. Ambrose. 


Si iron ht 3. 20e0n00 

+ Tertul. de Carne Christi, c.5. Advers. Marc. ]. 4. c. 43. 1.3.c. 8, 11. 
+ Epiphan. Heer. 42, 64. § Hilar. in Psal. 137. 

|| Aug. c. Faust. 1. 29.c. 2.1. 14.¢.10. 83. Quest. c. 14. Serm. 238. 
q De Euch. 1. 1. c. 14. 
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Pr. Tam glad you offer any thing which deserves to be 
considered. But have you already forgot Bellarmine’s rule, 
that sense may be a good positive evidence, but not a negative, 
t.e. it may discover what is present as a body, but not what is 
not, and cannot be so present, viz. the invisible grace which 
goes along with it; and as to this, the Fathers might well say, 
“‘we are not to trust our sense.” 

Pa. This is making an interpretation for them. 

Pr. No such matter. It is the proper and genuine sense 
of their words ; as will appear from hence. 

1. They assert the very same, as to the chrism and baptism, 
which they do as to the eucharist.* 

2. That which they say our senses cannot reach, is some- 
thing of a spiritual nature, and nota body. And here the case 
is extremely different from the judgment of sense, as to a ma- 
terial substance. And if you please, I will evidently prove 
from the Fathers, that that wherein they excluded the judg- 
ment of sense in the eucharist, was something wholly spiritual 
and immaterial. 

Pa. No, no, we have been long enough upon the Fathers, 
unless their evidence were more certain one way or other. 
For my part, I believe on the account of divine revelation in 
this matter, ‘This is my body ;” here I stick, and the Fathers 
agreed with us herein, that Christ’s words are not to be taken 
in a figurative sense. 

Pr. The contrary hath been so plainly proved in a late ex- 
cellent discourse of Transubstantiation, that I wonder none of 
your party hath yet undertaken to answer it; but they write 
on as if no such treatise had appeared. I shall therefore wave 
all the proofs that are there produced, till some tolerable answer 
be given to them. 

Pa. Methinks you have taken a great liberty of talking 
about the Fathers, as though they were all on your side; but 
our late authors assure us the contrary ; and I hope I may now 
make use of them, to shew that transubstantiation was the 
faith of the ancient Church. 

Pr. With all my heart, I even long to hear what they can 
say in a matter, I think, so clear on our side. 

Pa. Well, Sir, I begin with the Consensus Veterum, written 
by one that professed himself a minister of the Church of 
England. 


* Cyril. Mystag. 3, et 4,5. Catech. 3. Chrysost. in Matt. Hom. 83. 
Ambros. de hig qui initiantur, c. 9. 
VOL. IX. Y 
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Pr. Make what you can of him, now you have him; but I 
will meddle with no personal things ; I desire to hear his 
arguments. 

Pa. What say you to R. Selomo, interpreting the 72nd 
Psal. ver. 16, ‘Of wafers in the days of the Messias;”* to 
R. Moses Haddarsan, on Gen. xxxix. 1, and on Psal. exxxvi. 
25; to R. Cahana, on Gen. xlix. 1, who was long before the 
nativity of Christ; R. Johai, on Numb. xxviii. 2; and to 
R. Judas, who was many years before Christ came. 

Pr. Can you hold your countenance when you repeat these 
things? But anything must pass from a new convert. What 
think you of R. Cahana, and R. Judas, who lived so long 
before our Sayiour, when we know that the Jews have no 
writings preserved near to our Saviour’s time, besides the 
Bible ; and some say the Paraphrasts upon it. I would have 
been glad to have seen these testimonies taken from their 
original authors, and not from Galatinus, who is known to have 
been a notorious plagiary, as to the main of his book, and of 
little or no credit as to the rest. but it is ridiculous to pro- 
duce the testimonies of Jewish rabbins for transubstantiation, 
when it is so well known that it is one of their greatest ob- 
jections against Christianity, as taught in the Roman Church, 
as may be seen in Joseph Albo, and others. But what is all 
this to the testimony of the Christian Fathers ? 

Pa. Will you not let a man shew a little Jewish learning 
upon occasion? But if you have a mind to the Fathers, you 
shall have enough of them; for I have a large catalogue of 
them to produce from the Consensus Veterum, Nubes Testium, 
and the single sheet, which generally agree. 

Pr. With Coccius or Bellarmine, you mean; but before you 
produce them, I pray tell me what you intend to prove by 
them ? 

Pa. The doctrine of our Church. 

Pn. As to what? 

Pa. What have we been about all this while ? 

Pr, Transubstantiation. Will you prove that? 

Pa. Why, do you suspect me before I begin? 

Pr. I have some reason for it. Let us first agree what we 
mean by it. Do you mean the same which the Church of 
Rome doth by it in the Council of Trent? 

Pa. What can we mean else? ? 

Pr. Let us first see what that is. The Council of Trent 


* Consensus Veterum, p. 21, 22, 23. 
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declares, “That the same body of Christ, which is in heaven, 
is really, truly, and substantially present in the eucharist 
after consecration, under the species of bread and wine.” And 
the Roman Catechism saith, ‘‘It 1s the very body which was 
born of the Virgin, and sits at the right handof God. 2. That 
the bread and wme after consecration, lose their proper sub- 
stances, and are changed into the very substance of the body 
of Christ.’ And an anathema is denounced against those 
who affirm the contrary. Now, if you please, proceed to your 
proofs. 

Pa. 1 begin with the ancient Liturgies of St. Peter, St. 
James, and St. Matthew.* 

Pr, Are you in earnest ? 

Pa. Why, what is the matter ? 

Pr. Do not you know that these are rejected as supposi- 
titious by your own writers? And a very late and learned 
doctor of the Sorbonnet hath given full and clear evidences 
of it. 

Pa. Suppose they are, yet they may be of antiquity 
enough, to give some competent testimony as to tradition. 

Pr. No such matter ; for he proves St. Peter’s Liturgy to 
be later than the Sacramentary of St. Gregory ; and so ean 
prove nothing for the first 600 years;{ and the Ethiopic 
Liturgy, or St. Matthew’s, he shews to be very late. That of 
St. James he thinks to have been some time before the five 
General Councils ;$ but by no means to have been St. James’s. 

Pa. What think you of the Acts of St. Andrew, and what 
he saith therein, about eating the flesh of Christ ?|| 

Pr. I think he saith nothmg to the purpose. But I am 
ashamed to find one, who hath so long been a minister in this 
Church, so extremely ignorant, as to bring these for good 
authorities, which are rejected with scorn by all men of learn- 
ing and ingenuity among you. 

Pa. 1am afraid you grow angry. 

Pr. I confess ignorance and confidence together are very 
provoking things; especially, when a man in years pretends to 
leave our Church on such pitiful grounds. 

Pa. But he doth produce better authorities. 

Pr. If he doth, they are not to his purpose. 


* Consens. Vet. p. 27. 
+ Nouvelle Biblioth. des Antiennes Ecclesiastiques pan Ellies du Pin, 


t P. 22. § P. 23. || Consens. p. 30. 
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Pa. That must be tried ; what say you to Ignatius? I hope 
you allow his Epistles ? 

Pr. I see no reason to the contrary. But what saith he ? 

Pa. He saith, ‘That some heretics then would not receive 
the eucharist and oblations, because they will not confess the 
eucharist to be the fiesh of our Saviour Christ.’’* And this is 
produced by both authors. . 

Pr, The persons Ignatius speaks of, were such as denied 
Christ to have any true body, and therefore did forbear the 
eucharist, because it was said to be his body. And in whatever 
sense it were taken, it still supposed that which they denied, 
viz. that he had a true body. For, if it were figuratively 
understood, it was as contrary to their doctrine, as if it were 
literally. Fora figure must relate to a real body, as Tertulliant 
argued in this case. And. Ignatius in the same epistle, men- 
tions the trial Christ made of his true body, by the senses of 
his disciples, ‘Take hold of me, and handle me, and see, for I 
am no incorporeal demon; and immediately they touched 
him, and were convinced.” Which happened but a few days 
after Christ had said, “This is my body ;” and our Saviour 
gave a rule for judging a true body from an appearance, or 
spiritual substance; ‘A spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye 
see me have.” Therefore it is very improbable that Ignatius 
so soon after, should assert that Christ’s true and real body 
was in the eucharist, where it could be neither seen nor felt ; 
for then he must overthrow the force of his former argument. 
And to what purpose did Christ say, ‘‘ That a spirit had not 
flesh and bones, as they saw him to have;” if a body of 
Christ might be so much after the manner of a spirit, as 
though it had flesh and bones, yet they could not possibly be 
discerned. But after all, suppose Ignatius doth speak of the 
substance of Christ’s flesh, as present in the eucharist ; yet he 
saith not a word of the changing of the substance of the bread 
into the substance of Christ’s body ; which was the thing to 
be proved. 

Pa. But Justin Martyr doth speak of the change, and his 
words are produced by all three. And they are thus rendered 
in the single sheet: ‘“‘ For we do not receive this as common 
bread, or common drink, but as by the word of God, Jesus 
Christ, our Redeemer beng made man, had both flesh and 


* Consens. Veter. p. 30. Nubes Testium, p. 109. 
+ Tertull. c, Marcion, 1. 4. c. 40. 
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blood for our salvation ; so also we are taught, that this food, 
by which our blood and flesh are by a change nourished, being 
consecrated by the power of the word, is the flesh and blood 
of Jesus Christ incarnate.”* What say you to this? 

Pr. I desire you to consider these things. 1. That Justin 
Martyr doth not say, that the bread and wine are by consecra- 
tion changed into the individual flesh and blood, in which . 
Christ was incarnate ; but that, as by the power of the word, 
Christ once had a body in the womb of the Virgin; so by the 
power of the same word, upon consecration, the bread. and wine 
do become the flesh and blood of Christ incarnate; so that he 
must mean a parallel, and not the same individual body, z. e. 
that as the body inthe womb became the body of Christ by 
the power of the Holy Spirit ; so the Holy Spirit, after conse- 
cration, makes the elements to become the flesh and blood of 
Christ, not by an hypostatical union, but by divine influence, 
as the Church is the body of Christ. And this was the true 
notion of the ancient Church, as to this matter, and the 
expressions in the Greek liturgies, to this day, confirm the 
same. 2. He doth not in the least imply, that the elements 
by this change do lose their substance; for he mentions the 
nourishment of our bodies by it ; but he affirms, that notwith- 
standing their substance remains, yet the Divine Spirit of 
Christ, by its operation, doth make them become his body. 
For we must observe, that he attributes the body in the womb, 
and on the altar, to the same Adyoe, or divine Word. For he 
did not think hypostatical union necessary to make the ele- 
ments become the body of Christ, but a divine energy was 
sufficient, as the bodies assumed by angels are their bodies, 
though there be no such vital union, as there is between the 
soul and body of a man. 

Pa. I go on to Irenzeus, from whom two places are pro- 
duced, one by the Consensus Veterum, where he saith,t ‘‘ That 
which is bread from the earth, perceiving the call of God, now 
is not common bread, but the eucharist, consisting of two 
things, one earthly, and the other spiritual.” 

Pr. Very well! Then there is an earthly, as well as a 
spiritual thing in the eucharist, 7. e. a bodily substance and 
divine grace. 

Pa. No; he saith, “The earthly is the accidents.” 

Pr. Doth Ivenzeus say so? 

Pa. No; but he means so. 


* Apol, 2. + P.31. Iren. 1. 4. c. 34. 
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Pr. There is not a word to that purpose in Ireneeus; and 
therefore this is downright prevarication. I grant Irenzeus 
doth suppose a change made by divine grace; but not by 
destroying the elements, but by superadding divine grace to 
them; and so the bread becomes the body of Christ, and the 
wine his blood. 

Pa. The other place in Irenzeus* is, where he saith, ‘that 
as the bread receiving the word of God, is made the eucharist, 
which is the body and blood of Christ, so also our bodies 
being nourished by it, and laid in the earth, and there dissolved, 
will arise at their time,” &c. 

Pr. What do you prove from this place ? 

Pa. That the same divine power is seen in making the 
eucharist the body and blood of Christ, which is to be in the 
resurrection of the body. 

Pr. But doth this prove, that the substance of the bread is 
changed into the substance of Christ’s body ? 

Pa. Why not? 

Pr. I will give you a plain argument against it; for he 
saith, ‘our bodies are nourished by the body and blood of 
Christ.” Do you think that Ireneeus believed the substance 
of Christ’s body was turned into the substance of our bodies, 
in order to their nourishment? No; he explained himself just 
before in the same place: De calice qui est sanguis ejus, 
nutritur ; et de pane qui est corpus ejus, augetur: so that he 
attributes the nourishment to the bread and wine; and there- 
fore must suppose the substance of them to remain, since it is 
impossible a substantial nourishment should be made by mere 
accidents. And withal, observe, he saith expressly, ‘‘that the 
bread is the body of Christ ;” which your best writers (such as 
Bellarmine, Suarez and Vasquez) say, is inconsistent with 
transubstantiation. 

Pa. My next author is Tertullian, who is produced by the 
. Consensus Veterum, and the single sheet, but omitted by the 
Nubes Testium; but the other proves, that bread, which was 
_ the figure of Christ’s body in the Old Testament, now in the 
New, is changed into the real and true body of Christ. | 

Pr. This is a bold attempt upon Tertullian, to prove that 
by the figure of Christ’s body, he means his true and real 
body. For his words are,t ‘‘ dceceptum panem et distributum 
Discipulis Corpus illum suum fecit, Hoc est Corpus meum 
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dicendo, id est, figura Corporis mea. He took the bread, 
and gave it to his disciples, and made it his body, saying, This 
is my body, 7. e. this is the figure of my body.” How can 
those men want proofs, that can draw transubstantiation from 
these words, which are so plain against it ? 

Pa, You are mistaken; Tertullian by figure, meant, it was 
a figure in the Old Testament, but it was now his real body. 

Pr, You put very odd figures upon Tertullian. I appeal to 
any reasonable man, whether by the latter words he doth not 
explain the former? For he puts the sense upon Corpus meum 
by adding dicendo to them, 7. e. This is the meaning of that 
speech, when he called the bread his body. 

Pa. Doth not Tertullian say, “That it had not been the 
figure, unless it had been the truth ?”’ 

Pr. This is again perverting his words, which are, * Figu- 
ratum non fuisset, nisiveritatis esset Corpus;” t.e, there had 
been no place for a figure of Christ’s body, unless Christ had 
a true body.” For he was proving against Marcion, that Christ 
had a true body ; and among other arguments, he produces 
this from the figure of his body, which he not only mentions 
here, but in other places ; where he saith, ‘‘ that Christ gave 
the figure of his body to the bread ;” which cannot relate to any 
figure of the Old Testament.* 

Pa. But doth not Tertullian say afterwards, ‘that the 
bread was the figure of Christ’s body in the Old Testament ?”” 

Pr. What then? He had two designs against Maricon ; 
one to prove that Christ had a true body, which he doth here 
from the figure of his body: and the other, that there was a 
correspondency of both Testaments: and for that purpose he 
shews, that the bread in Jeremiah, was the figure of Christ’s 
body. 

Pa. But the author of the single sheet cites another place 
of Tertullian, where he saith, “that our flesh feeds on the 
body and blood of Christ, that our soul may be filled with 
God.’’+ 

Pr. By the body and blood of Christ, he means there, the 
elements, with divine grace going along with them ; as appears 
by his design, which is to shew how the body and soul are 
joined together in sacramental rites. ‘The flesh is washed, and 
the soul is cleansed ; the flesh is anointed, and the soul conse- 
crated; the flesh is signed, and the soul confirmed ; the flesh 
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hath hands laid upon it, and the soul enlightened ; the flesh 
feeds on the body and blood of Christ, that the soul may be 
filled with God.” Now, unless Tertullian meant the elements, 
the parallel doth not proceed; for all the rest are spoken of 
the external symbols ; and so this doth not at all contradict 
what he saith elsewhere, no more than the passage in the 2nd 
book ad Uxorem doth: for there he speaks of Christ, with 
respect to the invisible grace, as he doth here, as to the out- 
ward svmbols. 

Pa. Clemens Alexandrinus saith,* ‘‘ that Melchizedek gave 
bread and wine in figure of the eucharist.” 

Pr. And what then? What is this to transubstantiation ? 

Pa. Origen saith,+ “When you eat and drink the body and. 
blood of our Lord, then our Lord enters under your roof,” &c. 

Pr. Are you sure that Origen said this? But suppose he 
did, must he enter with his flesh and bones, and not much 
rather by a peculiar presence of his grace? For is it not 
Origen who so carefully distinguishes the typical and sym- 
bolical body of Christ, from the divine word, and so expressly 
mentions the material part of the elements after consecration, 
which pass into the draught, &c. Is all this meant of the 
accidents only {ft 

Pa. What say you to St. Cyprian de Coena Domini? 

Pr. I beg your pardon, sir; this is now known and acknow- 
ledged to be a late author, in comparison, and cannot come 
within your six hundred years; and therefore is not ancient 
enough to be considered. 

Pa. But in his genuine writings, he speaks of those who 
offered violence to the body and blood of our Lord in the 
eucharist.§ 

Pr, And I pray what follows? That the substance of the 
elements is gone. Where lies the consequence? But St. 
Cyprian saith, “the bread was his body, and the wine his 
blood ;”’ therefore their substance must remain. || 

Pa. What say you to Eusebius Emesenus? 

Pr. That he is not within our compass ; and withal, that he 
is a known counterfeit. 

Pa. I perceive you are hard to please. 

Pr. You say very true, as to supposititious writers. 

Pa. 1 hope you have more reverence for the Council of Nice. 


* Strom. 4. t Hom. 5. in divers. loc. |, 
¢ Comment. in Matth. 15. 
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Pr. But where doth that speak of transubstantiation ? 

Pa. It calls the eucharist the body of Christ. 

Pr. And so doth the Church of England; therefore that 
holds transubstantiation. I pray bring no more such testi- 
monies, which prove nothing but what we hold. 

Pa. I perceive you have a mind to cut me short. 

Pr. Not in the least, where you offer anything to the 
purpose. But I pray spare those who only affirm, that the 
eucharist is the body and blood of Christ after consecration. 
For I acknowledge it was the language of the Church, especially 
in the fourth century, when the names of the elements were 
hardly mentioned to the catechumens ; and all the discourses 
of the Fathers to them, tended to heighten the devotion and 
esteem of the eucharist. By which observation, you may 
easily understand the meaning of the eloquent writers of that 
age, who speak with so much mystery and obscurity about it. 
If you have any that go beyond lofty expressions, and rhetorical 
flights, I pray produce them. 

Pa. I perceive you are afraid of St. Greg. Nazianzen, and 

St. Basil, but especially St. Chrysostom, you fence so much 
beforehand against eloquent men. 
_ Pr. As to the other two, there is nothing material alleged 
by any to this purpose ; but St. Chrysostom, I confess, doth 
speak very lofty things concerning the sacrament in his popular 
discourses, but yet nothing that doth prove transubstan- 
tiation. 

Pa. What think you of his Homilies, 51 and 83, on St. 
Matth. xxvi ; Homily on St. John xxiv; Homily on Ist to the 
Corinthians ; the Homilies on Philogonius and the Cross? Are 
there not strange things in them concerning the eucharist ? 
About eating Christ, and seeing him lie before them slain on 
the altar; about touching his body there, and the Holy Spirit, 
with an innumerable host, hovering over what is there proposed, 
with much more to that purpose.* 

Pr. You need not to recite more; for I yield that St. 
‘Chrysostom delighted (in the highest flights of his eloquence 
on this subject, in his Homilies, and he tells for what reason) 
to excite the reverence and devotion of the people. But yet 
himself doth afford us a sufficient key to these expressions, if 
we attend to these things, concerning his manner of speaking. 

1. That he affirms those things which no side can allow to 


* Nubes Testium, p. 120, &c, Consens. Veter. p. 54, &e. 
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be literally understood. As when he so often speaks of our 
seeing and touching Christ upon the altar, which is incon- 
sistent with the doctrine of transubstantiation : ‘ For Christ is 
utterly invisible on the altar, even by divine power,” saith 
Suarez.* <‘*He is invisible in the sacrament,” saith Bellar- 
mine: and he saith also, ‘that he cannot be touched.’’ 
What then is to be said to such expressions of St. Chrysostom ? 

“‘ Behold thou seest him, thou touchest him, thou eatest 
him.”’+ 

‘Tt is not his sacrament only which is offered us to touch, 
but himself. What if you do not hear his voice, do you not 
see him lying before you ?”’t 

*‘ Behold Christ lying before you slain.” § 

‘‘ Christ lies on the holy table, as a sacrifice slain for us.’’|| 

“Thou swearest upon the holy table where Christ lies 
slain.’ 4] 

““ When thou seest our Lord lying on the table, and the 
priest praying, and the bystanders purpled with his blood.” ** 

“‘ See the love of Christ ; he doth not only suffer himself to 
be seen by those who desire it, but to be touched and eaten, 
and our teeth to be fixed in his flesh.” ++ 

Now these expressions are on all sides granted to be literally 
absurd and impossible ; and therefore we must say of him, as 
Bonaventure once said of St. Augustine, ‘* Plus dicit sanctus 
et minus vult intelligi;’ we must make great allowance for 
such expressions, or you must hold a Capernaitical sense. 

And it is denied by yourselves, that Christ is actually slain 
upon the altar; and therefore you yield, that such expressions 
are to be figuratively understood. 

2. That he lets fall many things, in such discourses, which 
do give light to the rest: as, 

1. “ That flesh is improperly taken when applied to the 
eucharist.”’ tT 

2. He calls the sacrament, ‘ the mystical body and blood 
of Christ.’ $$ 

3. “That the eating of Christ’s flesh is not to be under- 
stood literally, but spiritually.’ |\|| 


* Disp. 53. sect. 4. De Euch. 1. 1. c. 2. 


+ Hom. 83. in Mat. t Hom. 51. in Mat. 
§ In Hebr. Hom. 14. || In Rom. Hom. 8. 
q Ad Pop. Antioch. Hom. 15. ** De Sacerd. 1. 3. 
tt In Joh. Hom. 45. tt Hom. in Gal. c. 5. 
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4. He opposes ‘‘ Christ’s sacramental presence, and real 
corporeal presence to each other.’’* 

5. He still exhorts “the communicants to look upwards 
towards heaven.”*+ 

And now if you lay these things together, this eloquent 
Father will not, with all his flights, come near to transub- 
stantiation. 

Pa. No! in one place he asserts the substance of the 
elements to be lost.t 

Pr. Thanks to the Latin translators ; for the Greek word 
arovaraey, as the critics observe, doth not signify to destroy, 
but to refine, and purify a substance. But I do not rely upon 
this; for the plain answer is, that St. Chrysostom doth not 
there speak of the elements upon consecration, but what be- 
comes of them, after they are taken down into the stomach. 
St. Chrysostom thought it would lessen the people’s reverence 
and devotion, if they passed into the draught, as Origen 
affirmed ; and therefore he started another opinion, viz. : 
*«* That as wax, when it is melted in the fire, throws off no 
superfluities but it passes indiscernibly away ; so the elements, 
or mysteries, as he calls them, pass imperceptibly into the 
substance of the body, and so are consumed together with it. 
Therefore,” saith he, ‘‘ approach with reverence, not supposing 
that you receive the divine body from a man, but as with 
tongs of fire from the seraphims:” which the author of the 
Consensus Veterum translates, “ but fire from the tongues of 
seraphims,”’ St. Chrysostom’s words are, a\N é abroév roy 
Nepagiy Ty AaPicc rov wupdc:§ and the sense is, that the 
divine body (7. e. the eucharist, after consecration, being by 
the “ Divine Spirit made the divine body,” as in St. Chrysos- 
tom’s Liturgy, there is a particular prayer for the Holy Ghost 
to come, and so make the bread to be*the divine body, or the 
holy body of Christ,) is to be taken, not with their mouths, || 
which can only receive the elements, but after a divine manner, 
as with tongs of fire from seraphims; by which he expresses 
the spiritual acts of faith and devotion, as most agreeable to 
that Divine Spirit which makes the elements to become the 
holy body of Christ. But that St. Chrysostom did truly and 
firmly believe the substance of the bread to remain after con- 
secration, I have already proved from his epistle to Ceesarius. 


* Hom. 28. in 1. Ep. ad Corinth. 
+ Hom. 24. in 1. ad Corinth. Hom. 22. in Hebr. 
+ Hom. de Poenit. tom. 6. § P. 56. || Eucholog. p. 77. 
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Pa. I pray let us not go backward, having so much ground 
to run over still. 

Pr. I am content, if you will produce only those who speak 
of the change of substance, and not such as only mention the 
body and blood of Christ after consecration, which I have 
already told you, was the language of the Church ; and there- 
fore all those testimonies are of no force in this matter. 

Pa. Then I must quit the greatest part of what remains, 
as Optatus, Gaudentius, St. Jerome, and others; but I have 
some still left which will set you hard. What say you then to 
Gregory Nyssen,* who saith, ‘ the sanctified bread is changed 
into the body of the Word of God.” And he takes off your 
answer of a mystical body; for he puts the question, ‘‘ How 
the same body can daily be distributed to the faithful through- 
out the world, it remaining whole and entire in itself ?” 

Pr. Gregory Nyssen was a man of fancy, and he shewed it 
in that catechetical discourse: however, Fronto Duceeus thought 
it a notable place to prove transubstantiation, which I wonder 
at, if he attended to the design of it; which was to shew, that 
as our bodies, by eating, became subject to corruption, so by 
eating they become capable of immortality ; and this he saith, 
“must be by receiving an immortal body into our bodies, such 
as the body of Christ was: but then,” saith he, ‘ how could 
that body, which is to remain whole in itself, be distributed to 
all the faithful over the whole earth?’ He answers, by saying, 
«That our bodies do consist of bread and wine, which are their 
proper nourishment; and Christ’s body being like ours, that 
was so too; which by the union with the word of God, was 
changed into a divine dignity.’’ But what is this to the 
eucharist, you may say? He goes on therefore, ‘so I believe 
the sanctified bread, by the power of the word of God, to be 
changed into the body *of God the Word.” Not into that 
individual body, but after the same manner, by a presence of 
the Adyoc, or God the Word in it; and that this was his 
meaning, doth evidently appear by what follows: ‘‘ For,” 
saith he, “that body (wiz. to which he was incarnate) was 
sanctified by the inhabitation of the Adyoc, dwelling in the 
flesh ; therefore, as the bread was then changed into a divine 
dignity in the body, so it is now; and the bread is changed 
into the body of the Adyoc (not of Jesus Christ), as it was 
said by the Word, This is my body. And so by receiving this 
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divine body into our bodies, they are made capable of immor- 
tality.’ And this is the true account of Gregory Nyssen’s 
meaning, which if it prove ‘any thing, proves an impanation, 
rather than transubstantiation. 

Pa. But Uilary’s testimony cannot be so avoided; who 
saith,* ‘That we as truly eat Christ’s flesh in the sacrament, 
as he was truly incarnate ; and that we are to judge of this, 
not by carnal reason, but by the words of Christ, who said, 
My flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed.” 

Pr. I do not deny this to be Hilary’s sense. But yet this 
proves nothing like to transubstantiation. For it amounts to 
no more than a real presence of the body of Christ in the 
sacrament ; and you can make no argument from hence, unless 
you can prove that the body of Christ cannot be present, unless 
the substance of the bread be destroyed, which is more than 
can be done, or than Hilary imagined. All that he aimed at, 
was to prove a real union between Christ and his people, 
«That Christ was in them more than by mere consent ;’”? and 
to prove this, he lays hold of those words of our Saviour, 
‘‘ My flesh is meat indeed,” &c, But the substantial change 
of the bread into the substance of Christ’s body, signifies 
nothing to his purpose; and Bellarmine never so much as 
mentions Hilary in his proofs of transubstantiation, but only 
for the real presence. But I must add something more, viz. 
that Hilary was one of the first who drew any argument from 
the literal sense of John vi. I do not say, who did by way of 
accommodation apply them to the sacrament, which others 
might do before him. But yet, there are some of the eldest 
Fathers, who do wholly exclude a literal sense, as Tertulliant 
looked on it, “as an absurdity, that Christ should be thought 
truly to give his flesh to eat. Quast vere carnem suam illis 
edendam determinasset.’ And Origen saith,t “It is a killing 
letter, if those words be literally understood.” But this is to 
run into another debate ; whereas our business is about tran- 
substantiation. If you have any more, let us now examine 
their testimonies. 

Pa. What say you then to St. Ambrose,§ who speaks home 
to the business, for he makes the change to be above nature, 
and into the body of Christ, born of the Virgin: there are long 
citations out of him, but in these words lies the whole strength 
of them. 


* Nubes Testium, p. 124. + Tertul. de Resur. Carn. c. 37. 
¢ Orig. Hom. 7. in Levit. § Ambros. de his qui initiantur, c. 9. 


334 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


Pr. 1 answer several things for clearing of his meaning. 
1. That St. Ambrose doth parallel the change in the eucharist 
with that in baptism; and to prove regeneration therein, he 
argues from the miraculous conception of Christ in the womb 
of the Virgin ;* but in baptism nobody supposes the substance 
of the water to be taken away ; and therefore it cannot hold as 
to the other, from the supernatural change, which may be only 
with respect to such a divine influence, which it had not before 
consecration. 2. He doth purposely talk obscurely and mysti- 
cally about this matter, as the Fathers were wont to do to those 
who were to be admitted to these mysteries. Sometimes one 
would think he meant that the elements are changed into 
Christ’s individual body born of the Virgin; and yet presently 
after, he distinguishes between the true flesh of Christ, which 
was crucified and buried, and the sacrament of his flesh. If 
this were the same, what need any distinction? And that this 
sacramentum carnis, is meant of the eucharist, is plain by what 
follows; for he cites Christ’s words, ‘‘This is my body.” 
3. He best explains his own meaning, when he saith, not long 
after, “‘ That the body of Christ in the sacrament is a spiritual 
body, or a body produced by the Divine Spirit ;” and so he 
parallels it with that spiritual food, which the Israelites did eat 
in the wilderness : and no man will say, that the substance of 
the manna was then lost. And smce your authors make the 
same St. Ambrose to have written the book De Sacramentis,+ 
there is a notable passage therein, which helps to explain this; 
for there he saith expressly, ‘‘ Non iste panis est qui vadit in 
corpus, sed ille panis vite eterne qui anime nostre substan- 
tiam fulcit.” ‘It is not the bread which passes into the 
body, but the bread of eternal life, which strengthens the sub- 
stance of our soul.”” Where he not only calls it bread after 
consecration, which goes to our nourishment ; but he distin- 
guishes it from the bread of eternal life, which supports the 
soul, which must be understood of divine grace, and not of any 
bodily substance. 

Pa. I perceive you will not leave us one Father of the whole 
number. 

Pr. Not one. And I hope this gives an incomparable 
advantage to the doctrine of the Trinity, in point of tradition, 
above transubstantiation ; when I have not only proved, that 
the greatest of the Fathers expressly denied it, but that there 
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is not one in the whole number who affirmed it. For although 
there were some difference in the way of explaining how the 
eucharist was the body and blood of Christ ; yet not one of 
them hitherto produced, doth give any countenance to your 
doctrine of transubstantiation, which the Council of Trent 
declared to have been the constant belief of the Church in all 
ages; which is so far from being true, that there is as little 
ground to believe that, as transubstantiation itself. And so 
much as to this debate, concerning the comparing the doctrine 
of the Trinity and transubstantiation, in point of tradition ; if 
you have any thing to say further, as to Scripture and reason, 
I shall be ready to give you satisfaction the next opportunity. 


PART II. 


Pr. L hope you are now at leisure to proceed with your 
parallel between the doctrine of the Trinity and transubstantia- 
tion, as to Scripture and reason. 

Pa. Yes, and am resolved to make good all that I have said, 
as to both those. 

Pr. And if you do, I will yield the cause. 

Pa. I begin with Scripture. And the whole dispute as to 
both, depends on this: Whether the Scripture is to be under- 
stood literally or figuratively. If literally, then transubstan- 
tiation stands upon equal terms with the Trinity; if figuratively, 
then the Trinity can no more be proved from Scripture, than 
transubstantiation. 

Pr. As though there might not be reason for a figurative 
sense in one place, and a literal in another. 

Pa. It seems then, you resolve it into reason. 

Pr. And I pray, into what would you resolve it? Into no 
reason ? 

Pa. nto the authority of the Church. 

Pr. Without any reason ? 

Pa. No. There may be reason for that authority, but not 
for the thing which I believe upon it. 

Pr. Then you believe the doctrine of the Trinity, merely 
because the Church tells you it is the literal sense of Scripture 
which you are to follow. But suppose a man sees no reason 
for this authority of your Church (as for my part, I do not) ; 
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have you no reason to convince such a one that he ought to 
believe the Trinity ? 

Pa. Not I. For I think men are bound to believe as the 
Church teaches them, and for that reason. 

Pr. What is it, I pray, to believe? 

Pa. To believe, is to give our assent to what God reveals. 

Pr. And hath God revealed the doctrine of the Trinity to 
the Church in this age ? 

Pa. No; it was revealed long ago. 

Pr. How doth it appear? 

Pa. By the Scripture sensed by the Church. 

Pr. But whence come you to know that the Church is to 
give the sense of the Scriptures? Is it from, the Scripture, or 
not ? 

Pa. From the Scripture, doubtless, or else we could not be- 
lieve upon the Church’s testimony. 

Pr. But suppose the question be, about the sense of these 
places which relate to the Church’s authority, how can a man 
come to the certain sense of them ? 

Pa. Hold a little, I see whither you are leadiug me; you 
would fain draw me into a snare, and have me say, I believe 
the sense of Scripture from the authority of the Church, and 
the authority of the Church from the sense of Scripture. _ 

Pr. Do you not say so in plain terms ? 

Pa. Give me leave to answer for myself. I say in the case 
of the Church’s authority, I believe the sense of Scripture, 
without relying on the Church’s authority. 

Pr. And why not as well in any other? Why not as to 
the Trinity, which to my understanding, is much plainer there, 
than the Church’s authority ? 

Pa. That is strange: Is not the Church often spoken of 
in Scripture? ‘Tell the Church.” “ Upon this rock will I 
build my Church,” &c. 

Pr. But we are not about the word Church, which is no 
doubt there, but the infallible authority of the Church; and 
whether that be more clear in the Scripture than the doctrine 
of the Trinity. 

Pa. I see you have a mind to change your discourse, and to 
run off from the Trinity to the Church’s authority in matters 
of faith ; which is a beaten subject. 

Pr. Your Church doth not tell you so; and therefore you 
may, upon your own grounds, be deceived ; and I assure you 
that you are so; for I imtended only to shew you, that for 
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points of faith we must examine and compare Scripture our- 
selves, and our faith must rest on divine revelation therein con- 
tained. 

Pa. Then you think the Trinity can be proved from Scrip- 
ture? 

Pr. Or else I should never believe it. 

Pa. But those places of Scripture you go upon may bear a 
figurative sense, as John x. 30, “I and my Father are one ; 
and 1 John v. 7, “And these three are one ;”’ and if they do 
so, you can never prove the Trinity from them. 

Pr. I say, therefore, that the doctrine of the Trinity doth 
not depend merely on these places, but on very many others, 
which help to the true sense of these; but transubstantiation 
depends upon one single expression, ‘‘ This is my body,” which 
relates to a figurative thing in the sacrament ; and which hath 
other expressions joined with it, which are owned to be figura- 
tive; “This cup is the new testament in my blood ;” and 
which, in the literal sense, cannot prove transubstantiation, as 
your own writers confess, and which is disproved by those 
places of Scripture, which assert the bread and the fruit of the 
vine to remain after consecration. 

Pa. Shew the literal sense as to the Trinity to be necessary ; 
for I perceive that you would fain go off again. 

Pr. Will you promise to hold close to the argument your- 
self ? 

Pa. You need not fear me. 

Pr. I pray tell me, were there not false religions in the 
world when Christ came into it to plant the true religion ? ? 

Pa. Yes; but how far is this from the business? 

Pr. Have a little patience; did not Christ design by his 
doctrine to root out those false religions ? 

Pa. That is evident from Scripture and Church history. 

Py. Then Christ’s religion and theirs were inconsistent. 

Pa. And what then ? 

Pr. Wherein did this inconsistency lie ? 

Pa. The Gentiles worshipped false gods instead of the true 
one. 

Pr. Then the Christian religion teaches the worship of the 
true God instead of the false ones. 

Pa. Who doubts of that ? 

Pr. Then it cannot teach the worship of a false god instead 
of the true one. 

VOL. IX. Z 
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Pa. A false god is one that is set up in opposition to the 
true God, as the gods of the heathens were. 


Pr. Is it lawful by the Christian doctrine, to give proper 


divine worship to a creature ? 

Pa. I think not; for Christ said, “Thou shalt worship the 
Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve: which our 
Church understands of proper divine worship. 

Pr. But the Scripture requires proper divine worship to be 
given to Christ ; which is to require proper divine worship to 
be given to a creature, if Christ be not true God by nature. 

Pa. May not God communicate his own worship to him ? 

Pr. But God hath said, ‘He will not give his glory to 
another,’ Isa. xlu.8. And the reasonis considerable, which is 
there given; ‘I am the Lord, that is my name;” which shews 
that none but the true Jehovah is capable of divine worship. For 
adoration is done to God only on the account of his mcom- 
municable perfections, and therefore the reason of divine wor- 
ship cannot reach to any creature. 

Pa. Not without God’s will and pleasure. But may not 
God advance a mere creature to that dignity, as to require 
divine worship to be given to him by his fellow-creatures ? 

Pr. Wherein lies the nature of that which you call proper 
divine worship ? 

Pa. In a due esteem of God in our minds, as the first cause 
and last end of his creatures, and such acts as are agreeable 
thereto. 

Pr. Then proper divine worship doth suppose an esteem of 


God as infinitely above his creatures ; and how then is it pos- 


sible for us to give the same worship to God and toa creature ? 
For if the distance be infinite between God and his creatures, 
and we must judge of things as they are, then we must in our 
minds suppose a creature to be infinitely distant from God ; 
and if we do so, how is it possible to give the same divine 
worship, in this sense, to God, and to any creature ? 

Pa. And what now would you infer from hence ? 

Pv. Do not you see already? wz. that God cannot be sup- 
posed to allow divine worship to be given to Christ, if he were 
a mere creature; and therefore since such divine worship is 
required by the Christian doctrine, it follows, that those ex- 
pressions which speak of his being “one with the Father,” 
cannot be figuratively understood. 

Pa. But where is it, that such divine worship is required to 
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be given to Christ in Scripture? For, according to my princi- 
ples, the Church is to set the bounds and measures of divine 
worship, and to declare what worship is due to God; what to 
Christ; what to saints and angels; what to men upon earth ; 
what to images, sacraments, &c. And if we depart from this 
rule, I know not where we shall fix. 

Pr. I pray tell me, doth the difference between God and his 
creatures, depend on the will of the Church ? 

Pa. No. 

Pr. Is it then in the Church’s power to give that to a crea- 
ture, which belongs only to God? 

Pa. I think not. 

Pr. Who thenis to be judge what belongs to God, and what 
not ? God or the Church ? 

Pa. God himself, if he pleases. 

Pr. Then our business is to search what his will and plea- 
sure is in this matter, by reading the Scriptures, wherein his 
will is contained : and there we find it expressed, “That all 
men should honour the Son, even as they honour the Father,” 
John v. 23. “Let all the angels of God worship him,” 
Heb. i. 6. ‘‘ Blessing, and honour, and glory, and power, be 
unto him that sitteth on the throne, and tothe Lamb for ever 
and ever,” Rev. v.13. ‘‘ That at the name of Jesus every 
Knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth,” 
&e. Phil. ii. 10. Ifit were God’s great design, by the Christian 
doctrine, to restore in the world a due sense of the infinite 
distance between God and his creatures; could anything be 
more repugnant to it, than in the same doctrine to advance a 
creature to a participation of the same divine honour with him- 
self? So that in plain truth, the idolatry of the world lay only 
in a bad choice of the creatures they were to worship, and not 
in giving proper divine worship to a creature ; for that Chris- 
tianity itself not only allows, but requires, on supposition that 
Christ were God merely by office, and was originally a creature, 
as we are. But I pray observe the force of the Apostle’s argu- 
ment, speaking of the Gentile idolatry; he saith it lay in this, 
“that they did service unto them, which by nature are no 
gods,” Gal. iv. 8. 

Pa. You know, I must now personate the Anti-Trinitarian ; 
and he answers, That by nature no more is implied than truly 
and really, i. e. God did not advance those creatures among 
the Gentiles to that worship and honour, which he hath done 
Christ. 
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Pr. Then you make it lawful by the Gospel to believe Christ 
to be a mere creature, and at the same time to give him divine 
worship, which supposes him not to be a creature ; and so you 
must believe him to be a creature, and not to be a creature, at 
the same time. 

Pa. How do you make that appear? 

Pr. From your own words; for you say, proper divine 
worship lies in a due esteem of God in our minds, as the first 
cause and last end, and in actions agreeable thereto; then to 
give divine worship to God, we must believe him to be above 
all creatures as to his nature and bemg ; and therefore to give 
Christ divine worship, must imply our believing him not to be 
a creature, and to be a creature at the same time. 

Pa. But the meaning of divine worship here, must not then 
relate to acts of the mind, but to outward acts of adoration in 
the Church. 

Pr. Were the Gentiles guilty of idolatry in that respect, 
or not ? 

Pa. Yes; but not those, whom God requires to worship in 
such a manner. 

Pr. Then the sin of Gentile-idolatry lay only in giving 
divine worship to a creature without God’s command ; which 
lessens it to that degree, as to make will-worship and idolatry 
the same; and to blame the Apostles for making such a 
dreadful sin of it, and dissuading Christians so much from 
returning to the practice of it :* for they had the privilege of 
giving divine worship to a creature by God’s command, which 
others were damned for doing without a command; which 
makes the Christian religion not to appear so reasonable as the 
Anti-Trinitarians contend it is. But here are four foul mis- 
takes in point of reason, which they are guilty of. (1.) In 
making the sin of idolatry so arbitrary a thing; which de- 
pends not on the nature of the object which is worshipped, 
but on the will and pleasure of God. (2.) In making the 
Gentiles guilty of a great sin, merely in wanting a divine 
command, which was out of their power. (3.) In making the 
Christian religion to set up the worship of a creature, when its 
design was to root out idolatry. (4.) In making a fictitious 
God, or a creature to be advanced to the throne of God. 
Which I think is far more contradictious to reason, than a 
Trinity of Persons in the unity of the same nature. For 
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nothing can be more absurd than to make that to be God, 
which wants all the essential attributes and perfections of God ; 
as every creature must do: such as self-existence, eternity, 
independency, immensity, omnipotency, &c. What a contra- 
diction is it, to suppose a weak, impotent, depending, confined, 
created God? And such every creature must be in its nature, 
or else it is no creature. I do not at all wonder to find the 
Socinians after this, to lessen the natural knowledge of God, 
and his infinite perfections, both as to power and knowledge ; 
for it was their concernment to bring the notion of God as low 
as possible, that a creature might be in the nearer capacity of 
being made God. But those who consider and know what 
God is, and what he must be, if he be God, will find far 
greater difficulty in making man to be God, than in believing 
God to be made man. For this implies no greater difficulty, 
than merely as to our conception, how an infinite being can be 
so united to a finite, as to become one person ; which implies 
no repugnancy, but only something above our capacity to 
comprehend. And we confess ourselves puzzled in the manner 
of conceiving huw a finite spirit, which can pass through a 
body, can be so united to it, as to make a man by that union ; 
yet we all acknowledge the truth of this. But to suppose a 
creature capable of being made God, is to overthrow the 
essential difference between God and his creatures, and the 
infinite distance between them. Which is of very pernicious 
consequence, as to the great ends of the Christian religion, 
which were to reform the world, and to restore the distinction 
between God and his creatures ; which by the prevalency of 
idolatry, was almost lost in the world; the Supreme God being 
hardly discerned in such a crowd of created and fictitious gods. 
And this very argument is enough to turn my stomach against 
Socinianism or Arianism. 

Pa. I had thought all men of sense among you had been 
Socinians ; I have often heard them charged with being so. 

Pr. You see how grossly you are deceived, notwithstanding 
your pretence to infallibility. Ido not pretend to any deep 
reach, but I see reason enough to be no Socinian. 

Pa, Let us return to our matter in hand. What say you to 
those texts which are said to be inconsistent with the literal 
sense of those before-mentioned, which relate to the unity 
between Father and Son. 

Pr. What texts do you mean? 

Pa. What say you to John x. from the 30th to the 39th ? 
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Pr. I wonder what it is produced for. ) 

Pa. It is said, John x. 30, “I and my Father are one ;” 
now it is highly unreasonable to interpret these words literally, 
because of those which follow. 

Pr. How doth that appear? For ver. 31, it is said, “ that 


the Jews took up stones to stone him :’’ which shews, that 


they looked on him as speaking blasphemy. But what 
blasphemy was it for Christ to declare an unity of consent 
between him and his Father; which in truth is nothing, but 
doing his Father’s will? Therefore it is plam that the Jews 
did apprehend more in those words of our Saviour. And they 
explain themselves, ver. 33, what they understood by them, 
“ Because that thou being a man, makest thyself God.’’ Whieh 
shews that they thought not an unity of consent, but of nature, 
was meant. 

Pa. But Christ’s answer shews, that he speaks only of a 
God by office, and not by nature, ver. 34, “‘ Jesus answered 
them, Is it not written in your law, I said, Ye are gods?” 

Pr. I pray go on, and see how Christ argues, ver. 35, 36, 
‘‘If he called them gods, unto whom the word of God came, 
and the Scripture cannot be broken ; say ye of him, whom the 
Father hath sent into the world, Thou blasphemest ; because I 
said, I am the Son of God ?”’ 

Pa. This only shews that Christ had greater reason to be 
called God, but not that he was so by nature. 

Pr. I pray go on still, ver. 37, 38, “If I do not the works 
of my Father, believe me not. But if I do, though ye believe 
not me, believe the works, that ye may know and believe that 
the Father is in me, and I iu him.’’ 

Pa. Is it not said elsewhere, “That he that keepeth his 
commandments, dwelleth in him, and he in him?” J John 
il. 24. Would you hence infer an unity of nature between 
Christ and believers ? 

Pr. I do not lay the weight on the phrase, but as it is the 
conclusion of the dispute between Christ and the Jews. And 
it ought to be observed, that this was the end of the third 
conference between Christ and the Jews, upon this argument. 
The first was John v. and then from Christ’s saying, “ The 
Father worketh hitherto, and I work,’ ver. 17, the Jews in- 
ferred, ver, 18, “that he made himself equal with God.” 
In the second conference, John viii. he said, “‘ Before Abraham 
was, I am,” ver. 58. ‘ And then the Jews took up stones to 
cast at him.” After this, followed this third conference, 
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John x. and this runs again into the same point, “That. he, 
bemg a man, made himself God.” And these conferences 
were all public, im or near the temple, and this last was in 
Solomon’s Porch, John x. 23, a place of great resort, and 
near the place where the Sanhedrim sat, who were the judges 
in the case of blasphemy. Now the force of my argument 
from hence, lies in these things : 

1. That Christ certainly knew, that the Jews did think by 
his discourse, ‘‘ that he made himself equal with God.” 

2. That if it were not true, it was notorious blasphemy, and 
so esteemed by the Jews. 

3. That such a mistake ought to have been presently 
corrected, and in the plainest manner ; as we find it was done 
by St. Paul, when the men of Lystra said, “the gods are 
come down to us in the likeness of men,”’ for he ran in presently 
among them, and said, ‘‘ We are men of like passions with 
you,’ Acts xiv. 11, 15. It is impossible for me to think, that 
if Christ had known himself to be a mere man, he would have 
suffered the Jews to have run away with such a mistake as 
this, without giving them the clearest and plainest informa- 
tion; whereas in all his answers he vindicates himself, and 
endeavours rather to fasten those impressions upon them, as 
appears by this conclusion of the last conference, “‘That ye 
may know and believe, that the Father is in me, and I in 
him.”’ Doth this look like correcting a dangerous mistake in 
the Jews? And is it not rather a justification of that sense, 
which they took his words in? And in the first conference, 
John v. our Saviour is so far from doing as St. Paul did, that 
he challenges divine honour as due to himself, “‘ That all men 
should honour the Son, as they honour the Father,” ver. 23. 
From whence it follows, that Christ must be charged as one, 
who being a mere man, did affect divine honour; or else, that 
being God, as well as man, he looked on it as justly due to 
him. I pray tell me what sense do your friends, the Socinians, 
make of those words of St. Paul, Phil. ii. 6, 7, ‘‘ Who being 
in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with 
God, but made himself of no reputation,”’ Xc. 

Pa. The sense they give, is this, that he did not make a 
show or ostentation of his own greatness, but studiously con- 
cealed it, and therein shewed his great humility. 

Pr. But is there any greatness like that of divine honour? 
And yet this he challenged to himself. 
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Pa. But he knew what the Father designed him for, and so 
spake those things by way of prediction. 

Pr. He knew no creature could deserve divine worship, and 
he delivered that as part of his own doctrine; and therefore 
those words, where he is said “to make himself equal with 
God,” must be understood of nature, and not of office. 

Pa. But St. John xvii. 22, saith, that Christ prayed to his 
Father, for his disciples, that they may be one, as we are 
one ;” and that is not by unity of nature. 

Pr. I grant it. But our Saviour there speaks of a true, 
but a lower kind of unity ; or else the Socinians must think 
every believer as capable of divine honour, as Christ himself, 
if they take those words strictly, “ that they may be one, as 
we are one.” 

Pa. St. Paul saith, “ He that planteth, and he that watereth, 
is one,’ 1 Cor. 11. 8. 

Pr. Who doubts but there are other sorts of unities, besides 
that of nature? But doth this prove that there is no unity 
of nature between the Father and the Son? If we have no 
better arguments against transubstantiation, we will give over 
disputing. 

Pa. I know you have other arguments for the Trinity, but 
they prove as little, without the authority of the Church; as 
from those places where Christ is called God, as Johni. 1, 2 
Rom. ix. 5, &c. 

Pr. And I think the argument from those places very good 
and strong, especially from John i. 1, 2, 3, and it seems directly 
contrary to the whole design of Scripture to call any one ‘‘ God 
over all, blessed for evermore,’ as Christ is called, Rom. ix. 5, 
but he that is God by nature. 

Pa. How do you prove that John i. 1, relates to anything 
beyond the beginning of the Gospel, and that Christ the Word, 
was before John the Baptist’s preaching. 

Pr. I desire any one to read the text impartially, and he 
will find the Socinian sense to be unnatural, forced, obscure 
and jeune, proving a thing of no moment at that time; but 
the sense we give to be strong, weighty, consistent, and of 
very great consequence at that time, when the Cerinthians 
denied the divinity of Christ. The sentences are short; the 
words lofty and significant ; the manner of beginning unusual : 
so that any one would expect some great and extraordinary 
matter to be said in these few verses; but what a frustration 
were this, if after all, they intended no more, than that although 
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John Baptist preached in public before Christ, yet that Christ 
was in being before that? Which is a sense so mean, so 
remote from the occasion of his writing, as it is delivered by 
the ancients, that nothing but a miserable necessity could 
make men of wit and subtlety to put such a sense upon St. 
John’s words. 

Pa. But they deny there was any such occasion of St. 
John’s writing, as the Cerinthians’ heresy at that time. 

Pr. I know Socinus doth so; but he might as well have 
denied that there was any such person as Cerinthus. And I 
think the Cermthian heresy not only to have been the occasion 
of St. John’s writing; but that the understanding of it, gives 
the greatest and truest light to the words of the Evangelist, 
shewing the force and importance of them. 

Pa. Wherein, I pray, did that heresy consist ? 

Pr. I shall not meddle with other parts of it, but only what 
relates to the present subject ; and that lay in these things: 

1. That there was a supreme and unknown Father, who 
was before the beginning, and therefore they called him 
mpoapxi}v, Who was the fountain of all emanations. Iren. 1. 1. 
CM Ot 

2. That the world was not made by him, but by a power at 
a distance from him, called Demiurgus. Iren. 1. 1. ec. 25. 
And in the Egyptian school, where Cerinthus was educated, 
the Adyoc, Word, was one of the intermediate emanations 
between the Father and the Demiurgus, Iren. |. 1. ¢. 23. 

3. That this world was in a state of darkness and confusion, 
as to the supreme Father of all; only some few had some 
beams of light from him, by which they knew him. 

4. That Jesus was a mere man, born as other men are, of 
Joseph and Mary, but of extraordinary goodness, wisdom, and 
sanctity. 

5. That the supreme Father, at his baptism, did send down 
a divine power upon him, in the shape of a dove, which 
enabled him to declare the unknown Father, and to work 
miracles, which returned to its own wArjpopa, or fulness above, 
when Jesus suffered. 

This is a short scheme of that heresy, as delivered by the 
ancient Fathers. And now let any one compare St. John’s 
words with it, and he will find his design was to countermine 
this heresy by two things: 

1. That the Aoyoc, Word, was eternal. For the Cerinthians 
said, the Adyoc was not in the beginning, but made a great 
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space of time between the eternal being of the Father, and the 
emanation of the Adyoc, wherein he was in perfect silence, as 
Ireneeus expresses it (1. 1. c. 1.). And so “ in the beginning,” 
doth imply the eternity of the Word. But that is not all, for 
he saith, “It was with God, and was God, and was the Demi- 
urgus, or the Maker of the world, and the revealer of God to 
mankind,” John i. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10. And so there was no 
place for those several emanations between God and the Adyoe¢ 
and Demiurgus, as the Cerinthians said. 

2. That the A\édyoc, or Word, was incarnate, which he affirms, 
ver. 14, “ And the Word was made fiesh and dwelt among us,” 
&c. and was ‘‘the only begotten Son of the Father ;” and so 
he not only cuts off the other emanations, but declares that 
Jesus was far from being a mereman. And to this purpose, he 
brings in the testimony of John Baptist, ver. 15, and applies 
what he had said to the person of Jesus Christ, ver. 17. Now 
this being St. John’s design, his words afford a demonstration 
to us of the union of the divine and human natures in Christ, 
when he saith, “The Word was made flesh.” 

Pa. But doth not the Scripture in other places imply, that 
there is a subordination in Christ to his Father, which is not 
consistent with such an equality of nature? see Heb. i. 8, 9. 
1 Cor. vill. 4, 5; xv. 27, 28. Rev. i. 12. 

Pr. The first place is a proof for the divinity of Christ ; for 
the words are, “ But unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, O 
God, is for ever and ever,’ &c. It is true, in the next verse, 
it is said with respect to his office, ‘‘ Therefore God, even thy 
God, hath anointed thee,’ &c. But we do not deny that 
Christ was anointed as Mediator, and in that respect, God was 
his God ; but doth this prove that he that is Mediator, cannot 
have a divine nature in conjunction with the human ? 

The second place, I suppose, is mistaken, 1 Cor. viii. not 4 
and 5, but 6th verse, ‘‘ But unto us there is but one God the 
Father, of whom are all things, and we in him; and one Lord 
Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him.” And 
this is one of the strongest holds of the Socinians. But two 
considerations will take off the seeming force of it. 

(1.) That the Apostle, im his disputes with the Gentile 
idolaters, concerning whom he speaks, ver. 4, 5, doth utterly 
deny any divinity in the beings they worshipped imstead of 
God, when he saith, ‘An idol is nothing in the world, and 
that there is none other God but one.” He knew very well 
that they worshipped many, ver. 5, “As there be gods many, 
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and lords many”’ among them ; “ but unto us (Christians) there 
is but one God, and one Lord ;” 7. e. we have but one supreme 
God, to whom we give divine worship; and instead of the 
multitude of mediators, we have but one Mediator; and so his 
design is, in opposition to their many gods, to assert the unity 
of the divine nature (not so as to exclude a distinction of 
Persons, but thereby to exclude other gods as the proper 
object of worship), andthe unity of a Mediator, in opposition 
to their many lords. 

(2.) That if this place excludes Christ from the unity of 
nature with God, it doth exclude him from being the object of 
divine worship; for it saith, “that there is no other God but 
one ;’’ therefore no creature can be made God: ‘‘And to us 
there is but one God, the Father ;”’ therefore the Son cannot 
be God. If therefore the name Lord, be taken in opposition 
to God, then Christ cannot be God in any sense; for we must 
have but one God: but the plain meaning of the Apostle was, 
that by one Lord, he meant one Mediator, by whom alone we 
have, in this new frame of things by the Gospel, access unto 
God the Father. 

The third place, 1 Cor. xv. 27, 28, speaks plainly of Christ’s 
kingdom, as Mediator. 

The fourth place, Rev. itt. 12, where Christ speaks several 
times of “My God,” proves no more than his words on the cross, 
“My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” For 
surely Christ might own a particular relation to God, and 
interest in him, as he was in human nature, without over- 
throwing the divine nature in him. 

Pa. But he owns, “ that though he is to be our judge, he 
knows not the time,” Mark xiii. 32. Which seems inconsistent 
with the divine nature, which knoweth all things. 

Pr. The Son there spoken of, was Christ, as endued with a 
human soul, when he was upon earth; which could not under- 
stand a secret so much out of the reach of man’s understanding, 
without immediate revelation. But it was not necessary by 
virtue of the union of both natures, that the divine nature 
should communicate to the human soul of Christ, all divine 
mysteries: but as the human body was, notwithstanding, 
subject to passions and infirmities incident to it, so the human 
soul might continue ignorant of the day of judgment in this 
state ; both to let us know how great the secret is, and that 
Christ had the proper capacity of a human soul, which could 
not extend to such things without divine revelation. 
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Pa. There is one argument more, which seems to prove 
Christ’s divinity, and doth not, viz. “The making of all things 
visible and invisible,”’ being attributed to him, John i. 3. Heb. 
110.) \Vollanthb, 07,918, 9. 

Pr. Now I confess this doth more than seem to me to be a 
very strong argument; and that for this reason, the Apostle 
saith, “‘ The invisible things of him from the creation of the 
world, are clearly seen, being understood by the things which 
are made, even his eternal power and Godhead,” Rom. i. 20. 
Was this argument of the Apostle good or not? 

Pa. No doubt it was. 

Pr. Then the creation of the world is an invincible proof of 
the true God. 

Pa. What follows? 

Pr. Then ifthe making of all things be attributed to Christ, 
he must be true God ; but this is plain in the New Testament, 
in which the making of all things is as clearly attributed to the 
Son, as it is to the Father: “ All things,” saith St. John, 
“were made by him, and without him was not any thing made, 
that was made,” John i. 3. “For by him were all things 
created,’ saith St. Paul, ‘that are in heaven, and that are in 
earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or do- 
minions, or principalities, or powers ; all things were created 
by him, and for him,” Col. 1. 16. ‘ Thou, Lord, in the 
beginning, hast laid the foundation of the earth, and the 
heavens are the work of thy hands,’ Heb.1.10. Now com- 
pare these expressions with those wherein the creation is 
attributed to the Father: the world is said to be made by 
him, Rom. i. 20: that ‘‘he hath created all things,” Rev. 
iv. 11: that “of him, and for him, and to him, are all things,” 
Rom. xi. 36. And let any impartial mind discern the 
difference. Therefore we have as much reason from Scripture 
to believe Christ to be God, as we have from the creation of 
things to believe a God. 

Pa. But you do not take notice of the different expressions 
in Scripture, concerning the Father and the Son; all things 
are said to be of the Father, and by the Son, 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
And that the Father created all things by Jesus Christ, 
Eph. ii. 9; which proves no more, than that the Son was 
God’s instrument in the creation. 

_ Pr. What do you mean by God’s instrument in the creation? 
Do you think one creature can create another? How then can 
the creation prove an infinite power? If you believe the 
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instrument uncreated, then you must assert him to be true 
God by nature; and then we have all we desire. 

Pa. But the Socinians do not like this answer of the Arians, 
and therefore they interpret these places of the state of things 
under the Gospel, and not of the creation of the world. 

Pr. They have not one jot mended the matter ; for, 

(1.) Where the new creation is spoken of, some circum- 
stances are added, which limit the sense to it, as when St. 
Paul saith, ‘“‘ We are created in Christ Jesus unto good works, 
that we should walk in them,” Eph. 1. 10. Who could pos- 
sibly understand this of the old creation? And so, “If any 
man be in Christ Jesus, he is a new creature,” 2 Cor. v. 17. 
But in the other places the same expressions are used, which 
are attributed to the old creation, without limitation from cir- 
cumstances, or from the context and occasion of them. 

(2.) There are some things said to be created by Christ 
Jesus, which cannot relate to the new creation; as ‘‘ by him 
were all things created that are in heaven, and that are in 
earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or domi- 
nions, or principalities, or powers,” Col. i. 16. How are these 
created by preaching the Gospel, when they are incapable of 
the proper means of it, which are the doctrine of the remission 
of sins upon repentance, and the renewing and sanctifying 
grace of God? 

Pa. But St. Paul doth not mention the heaven and earth, 
but only intellectual beings, angels and men, and therefore he 
speaks of the new creation. 

Pr. A mighty argument indeed! Do not all thimgs com- 
prehend the heaven and earth? And the particular enumera- 
tion of angels, by several denominations, shews that he speaks 
of another creation distinct from that by the Gospel preached 
to the world; for the Apostles were Christ’s instruments in 
this new creation, which they could not be to the invisible 
powers above. 

Pa. We have now gone through the true and only grounds of 
the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Pr. You are extremely mistaken. For we have other 
grounds besides these, although these may be sufficient. 

Pa. Name one more. 

Pr. I will name several, which you cannot disallow. 

Pa. What are they? 

Pr. The several heads of arguments made use of by Car- 
dinal Bellarmine, to prove the divinity of Christ: who alone 
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is a convineing evidence of the vast disparity between the 
proofs of this doctrine, and of transubstantiation from Serip- 
ture. For, 

1. He* proves Christ’s divinity from those places of the 
Old Testament, which are expounded in the New; bemg in 
the Old Testament, spoken of the true God; and in the New, 
applied to Christ. As Numb. xxi. 5, 6, compared with 1 Cor. 
x. 9. Exod. xx. 2, with Jude 5. Psal. Ixvii. 18, with Eph. 
iv. 8, 9. Psal. xevu. 7, and cii. 25, 26, with Heb. t. 6, 10, 11. 
Isa. vi. 1, 3, with John xii. 41, and Rev. iv. 8. Isa. viii. 14, 
with Luke 1. 34, and Rom. ix. 33. Isa. xl. 3, with Matth. 
ii. 3, Mark 1. 3, Luke i. 76, John i. 23. Isa. xlv. 23, with 
Rom, xiv. 11. Isa. xliv. 6, with Rev. i. 8, 17, Mal. m. 1, 
with Matth. xi. 10. 

2. From the places of the Old Testament, which attribute 
to Christ those things which belong to God; as ‘‘ power and 
adoration,” Psal. u. 7, 8,12. ‘ Being the first and last,” 
Isa. xlvin. 1, 12, 16. ‘* Working miracles,” Isa. xxxy. 5. 
“ Being the God of Israel,” Isa. lu. 5, 6. ‘‘ The only God,” 
Isa. xlv. 5,6. ‘The Lord of hosts,’ Zech. u. 8, 9, 10, 11. 
« Jehovah,” Zech. iii. 2. “ Pouring out of the Spirit,” Zech. 
xi. 10. 

3. From the places of the New Testament which attribute 
divinity to Christ. As when he is called “ the Son of the 
living God,’ Matth.xvi.16. ‘“‘The only begotten Son of God,” 
John iti. 16. ‘His own Son,” Rom. vin. 32. “ His true 
Son,’ 1 John v. 20; “‘ His dear Son,” Col.i. 13. “ His 
Son above all others,” Heb.i. 5. ‘‘ The express image of his 
person,” Heb. i. 3.  ‘‘ Making himself equal with God,” 
John v. 18. ‘‘Beimg one with the Father,’ John x. 30. 
<“ Lord and God,” John xx. 28. ‘“ God blessed for ever,” 
Rom. ix. 5. ‘ Who thought it no robbery to be equal with 
God,” Phil. u. 6. ‘One with the Father and Spirit,” 1 John 
v.7. ‘ The true God,” 1 John v. 20. 

4. From the proper names of God, Isa. ix. 6. John xx. 
28. Acts xx. 28. Rom.ix. 5. Rev. iv. 8. 1 John ii. 16. 
The name “Jehovah,” Jer. xxiii. 5, 8. Isa. xl. 3. “ The 
Lord,” by which the LXX render Jehovah, Matth. xxi. 3. 
John xiii. 13. “The most High,” Psal. Ixxxvii. 5. “A name 
above every name.” Phil. u. 9. “'The invisible one,” 1 Tim. 
i. 17, and vi. 16. ‘* The God of glory,” Acts vu. 2. 1 Cor. ii. 


* Bell. de Christo, l. 1. c. 4, &e. 
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8. Psal. xxiv. 7, 8,9. “King of kings, and Lord of lords,” 
1 Tim. vi. 15. Rev. xvii. 14, and xix. 16. ‘* The one Lord,” 
1 Cor. viii. 6. “The true God,’’ John v. 20. “ The only 
Lord,’ Jude 4. ‘“‘ The great God and our Saviour,’ Titus 
Isis 

5. From the proper attributes of God; as ‘ Eternity,” 
Prov. vii. 22, 23. Micah v. 2. Johni. 1. xvii. 5. “ Immen- 
sity,” John i. 13. Matth. xvii. 20. ‘“Omnipotency,” Rev. i. 
vino.) xi, 17.) ** Wisdom,” Colos, 42.) 3.) > Jobnixxi. 117. 
_** Majesty and Adoration,” Heb. i. 6. Mal. ii. 1. “ Invoca- 
tion,” John xiv 13. Acts vii. 59, andix.14. 2 Cor. xii. 8. 
1 Cor. i. 3. 2 John 3. 

6. From the proper works of God: .as not only creation (of 
which already), but conservation, Heb. i. 3. Colos. i, 17. 
‘* Salvation,” Matth. i. 21. “ Foretelling future events,” John 
xi. 19. 1 Pet.i. 11. Rev. i. 23. “* Working miracles by 
his own power,’ Mark iv. 39, and “ giving power to others 
to work them,”’ Matth. x. 1. 

What think you now of the proofs of the Trinity in Scrip- 
ture? Do you think Bellarmine could produce any thing like 
this for transubstantiation? No; so far from it, that where 
he sets himself in a whole chapter to prove it from Scripture, 
he produces a first without a second.* ‘‘'The first argument,” 
saith he, “is taken from Christ’s words, This is my body.” 
Very well! but where is the second? For no more could be 
produced, but this one single passage, about which he spends 
his whole chapter, aud then betakes himself presently to the 
Fathers. 

Pa. But one plain and clear place is sufficient, if we be 
certain of the sense of that one; for we are as much bound 
to believe God when we are sure he speaks it once, as an 
hundred times. 

Pr. We have been all this while comparing these two doc- 
trines as to Scripture, and now you see the disproportion so 
very great, as to number and variety, you say, ‘oneis as good 
as a hundred ;’ but that one had need to be wonderfully clear, 
which this is very far from, since many of your own writers do 
confess transubstantiation cannot be drawn from it; as Bellar- 
mine himself owns, and he affirms it “‘ not to be improbable, 
that no place of Scripture is so clear and express for transub- 
stantiation, but learned and acute men may doubt whether it can 
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be drawn from it, setting aside the Church’s declaration.” But 
neither Bellarmine, nor any one who attends to the force of the 
former proofs of the divinity of Christ, can say, that any reason- 
able man can doubt of it; and that he must at last resolve all 
into the Church’s authority. 

Pa. Have not learned and acute men doubted of the divi- 
nity of Christ, as well as of transubstantiation? and therefore 
in that respect, they are both alike. 

Pr. We do not insist upon men’s bare doubting, but on the 
reason of their doubting. And when but one single place is 
produced, which is yielded not to be sufficient of itself to 
prove the doctrine ; there is much more cause of doubting, 
than where such multitudes of places are produced, and no 
doubt is made by those who favour transubstantiation, but that 
they do fully prove the divinity of Christ. 

Pa. It seems then that we must come to reason at last. 
And for my part, [ must tell you, I think that parallel much 
the easiest. For, that three distinct Persons should be in one 
individual nature, and that the most pure and simple Being, 
seems to me to be more absurd than transubstantiation. 

Pr. Let us set aside the comparing absurdities at present, 
and only examine in point of reason, the great absurdity of 
three Persons being in one individual divine nature. 

Pa. 1 did hardly believe you would have the courage to 
defend the doctrine of the Trinity in point of reason; but I see 
you are a bold man, and will venture farther than wiser men. 

Pr. It may be, others have not had the leisure or curiosity 
to examine a mystery believed to be so much out of the reach 
of our understanding; or have confounded themselves and 
others so much with school-terms, as to leave the matter rather 
more obscure than it was before. But I shall endeavour to — 
make things as clear as they will bear. And that which I 
insist upon is, that the absurdities are not to appearance so 
great as those of transubstantiation. And therefore I desire 
you to produce those which appear the most dreadful. 

Pa. I shall reduce all to these two, which comprehend the 
rest. 

1. How there can be three Persons and but one God. 

2. How these can agree in a third, and not agree among 
themselves. 

For the first, it seems very absurd, that there should be 
three Persons really distinct, whereof every one is God, and yet 
there should not be three Gods; for nothing is more contra- 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION: 353 


dictious than to make three not to be three, or three to be 
but one. 

Pr. I hope now you will give me leave to make an answer 
to your difficulty, as distinct as possible. We do not say 
that three persons are but one person, or that one nature is 
three natures; but that there are three persons in one nature. 
If therefore one individual nature be communicable to three 
persons, there is no appearance of absurdity in this doctrine. 
And on the other side, it will be impossible there should be 
three Gods, where there is one and the same individual nature; 
for three Gods must have three several divine natures, since it 
is the divine essence which makes a God. But to make this 
more plain, do you make any difference between Nature and 
Person ? 

Pa: Yes: 

Pr. Wherein lies it ? 

Pa. Excuse me, sir, for you have undertaken to explain 
these things. | 

Pr. I will begin with Person. Which name was originally 
taken among the Romans from some remarkable distinction of 
one from another; either by some outward appearance, as a 
vizard or habit, or some particular quality or disposition. And 
from hence it came to be applied to those inward properties, 
whereby one intelligent being is distinguished from another ; 
and from those properties to the person who had them. Thus 
Person is used even by Tully himself, at least twenty times in 
his books of Rhetoric: and the old civil law speaks of per- 
sonal rights and personal actions. So that the critics, such as 
Valla, and others, had no cause to find fault with Boethius, 
for applying the notion of a person to an ‘‘ intelligent being 
subsisting by itself’ (and so the soul is no person in men, but 
the man consisting of soul and body), ‘having some incom- 
municable properties belonging to him.” Therefore I cannot 
but wonder at the niceness of some late men, who would have 
the names of Person, and Hypostasis, and Trinity to be laid 
aside ; since themselves confess Boethius’s definition of a 
Person to be true enough; but they say, ‘‘it belongs to the 
creatures, and not to God, for it would make three Gods.” 
Which is to suppose, without proving it, that the Divine nature 
can communicate itself after no other manner than a created 
nature can. 

This is now to be more strictly inquired into. And it is 
very well observed by Boethius, de Trm. 1. 1. “ Principium 

VOL. IX. By Ae 
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pluralitatis alteritas est: that diversity is the reason of plu- 
rality :’ and therefore in the Trinity, so far as they are dif- 
ferent, they are three, 7. e. in regard of personal properties and 
relations ; but so far as they agree, they are but one, that is, 
as to the Divine nature. 

It is very true, that, according to arithmetic, three cannot 
be one, nor one three; but we must distinguish between the 
bare numeration, and the things numbered. The repetition 
of three units, certainly makes three distinct numbers ; but it 
doth not make three Persons to be three Natures. And there- 
fore as to the things themselves, we must go from the bare 
numbers to consider their nature. Wherever there is a real 
distinction, we may multiply the number, though the subject 
be but one. As suppose we say the soul hath three faculties, 
understanding, will, and memory ; we may, without the least 
absurdity, say, there are three and one; and those three 
not confounded with each other, and yet there is but one soul. 

Pa. But the Socinians object, that there is a difference 
between three Properties and three distinct Persons ; because 
a Person is an individual being; and so three Persons must be 
three individual beings ; and therefore as there is but one Divine 
Being, there can be but one Person. 

Pr. This is the main strength of the cause; to which I 
answer, that although a Person be an individual being, yet it 
implies two things in it: 1. Something common with others 
of the same nature; as three men have one and the same 
nature, though they be three persons. 2. Something peculiar 
and incommunicative to any other; so that John cannot b 
Peter, nor Peter James. | 

Pa. But what is it which makes one not to be the other, 
when they have the same common nature ? 

Pr. You ask a hard question, viz. about the principle of 
individuation ; but if it be so hard to resolve it, as to created 
beings, there is certainly far less reason for us to be unsatisfied, 
if it appear difficult to clear the difference of Nature and Person 
in an infinite being. Yet all mankind are agreed in the thing, 
viz. that there is a community of the same nature, and a real 
distinction of persons among men, though they cannot tell 
what that is which discriminates the human nature in John, 
from the same human nature in Peter and James. And it is 
observable, that as beings arise in perfection above each other, 
it is still so much harder to assign that which is called the 
principle of individuation. In gross and material begs we 
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ean discern a number of accidents, or peculiar modes and pro- 
perties, which distinguish them from each other; but it is 
much harder to assign it in spiritual and intellectual beings, 
whose natures and differences lie not so open to our under- 
standing. If so be then it appears more difficult in an infinite 
and incomprehensible Being, what cause have we to wonder 
at it? ; 

But we must always make a difference between what we 
have reason to believe, and what we have a power to conceive. 
Although we have all the reason in the world to believe that 
there is a God, 2. e. a Being infinite in all perfections, yet we 
must yield that his essential attributes are above our compre- 
hension. 

As for instance :— 

1. We must believe God to be eternal, or we cannot believe 
him to be God. For, if he once were not, it is impossible he 
should ever be. And therefore we conclude necessary existence 
to be an essential attribute of the Divine nature. But then, 
how to conceive that a being should be from itself, is at least 
as hard, as how one and the same individual nature should be 
communicated to three distinct Persons ; nay, it is somewhat 

harder, since we see something like this in other beings; but 
we can see no manner of resemblance of a thing that hath its 
being wholly from itself. 

2. We must allow God to be omnipresent, or else we must 
suppose him so confined and limited to a certain place, as to 
be excluded from any other; and if he can act in all places, he 
must either be present in them, or his power must be larger 
than his being, which is infinite ; but after this, we have not 
a power to conceive how a Being should be present in the whole 
world, and not to be extended; and if it be extended, how 
it should be incapable of being divided into parts ; which is 
certainly repugnant to the Divine nature. I therefore produce 
these two instances, to let the Antitrinitarians see, that what 
they object in point of reason, as to the incomprehensibility of 
the mystery of the Trinity, will in consequence overthrow the 
Divine nature. But as there is the highest reason to believe 
there is a God, though we cannot comprehend his perfections, 
so there may be great reason to believe the doctrine of the 
Trinity, though we cannot comprehend the manner of it. 

Pa. I had thought you intended to explain the mystery of 
it, and now you tell us it is incomprehensible. 

Pr. It is a good step to our believing it, to make it plain, 

TIA 
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that the difficulty of our conception ought not to hinder our 
faith. And I have made some advance towards the explication 
of it, by shewing, that simce mankind are agreed about the 
difference between Nature and Person, the whole difficulty 
comes to this, that the same common nature in mankind makes 
three persons; but that it is the same individual nature in all 
the Persons of the Trinity. 

And now let us consider the infinite perfection and simplicity 
of the Divine nature; and we shall think’‘it unreasonable that 
it should be so bounded as to the manner of its communication, 
as the nature of man is. Every individual man hath not only 
individual properties, but an individual nature, 2. e. the common 
nature of man, limited by some unaccountable principle, that 
doth make him different from all other men having the same 
nature with himself. The difficulty then doth not le ina 
Community of Nature, and a Distinction of Persons, for that is 
granted among men, but in the Unity of Nature, with the Dif- 
ference of Persons. And supposing the Divine nature to be 
infinite in its perfection, I do not see how it is capable of being 
bounded, as the common nature of man in individuals is; and 
if it be not capable of beimg bounded and limited, it must 
diffuse itself into all the Persons in the same individual manner ; 
and so this doctrine of the Trinity is not repugnant to reason. 

Pa. But what say you to the Athanasian Creed; is not that 
repugnant to human reason ? 

Pr. I think not; but that it is a just explication of the 
doctrine of the Trinity rightly understood. 

Pa. I see now you are upon hard points, you will stick at 
nothing, and transubstantiation itself will down with you anon. 

Pr. I doubt that ; but at present we are upon the Athana- 
sian Creed. And I desire but one principle to clear it, which 
follows from what is said already, viz. that what is affirmed of the 
Divine nature, as such, must be common to all three Persons ; 
but whatever is affirmed of the several Persons, as such, must 
be peculiar to themselves. Now this is a clear principle of 
reason, and hath no appearance of absurdity in it. And from 
hence the Athanasian Creed will easily be cleared. For eternity, 
incomprehensibility, omnipotency, belonging to the Divine 
nature, as such, we ought to say, “‘that they are not three 
Eternals, three Incomprehensibles, three Almighties ; but one 
Eternal, one Incomprehensible, one Almighty.’’ Because the 
attributes belonging to the Persons, by reason of the Divine 
nature, and the attributes being really the same with it, the 
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nature is the proper subject of them; which being but one, we 
are not to distinguish them as to essential attributes, but only 
as to personal relations and properties. 

Pa. But if the three Persons be co-eternal, how is it possible 
to conceive there should not be three Eternals ? 

Pr. This seems the hardest expression in the whole Creed ; 
but it is to be interpreted by the scope and design of it: which 
is, that the essential Attributes are not to be distinguished, 
though the Persons be. And so eternity is not taken asa 
personal attribute, but as essential; and so they are not three 
Eternals, but one Eternal. And the great design of the Creed 
was to shew, that the Christian Church did not believe such a 
Trinity as consisted of three Persons, unequal and different in 
nature, and substance, and duration. 

Pa. But what say you to the damning all those who do 
not believe it, in the beginning and end of it? 

Pr. This is off from our business. But to let you see I 
will not avoid the difficulties you offer, I will give an answer 
even to this. The meaning is not, that every one is damned 
who doth not conceive aright of the difference of Nature and 
Person in the Trinity, or of the essential and personal attributes ; 
but that those who set up in opposition to it the worship of a 
mere creature as God, or the worship of more Gods than one, 
or who wilfully reject this article of the Christian faith, when 
it is duly proposed to them, are guilty of a damning sin. For 
even the disbelief of Christianity itself, is not supposed to be 
the cause of men’s damnation, but where the doctrine of the 
Gospel hath been proposed in a way of credibility. If when 
this doctrine of the Trinity is proposed to men’s minds, they 
will not consider it, nor weigh the arguments on both sides 
impartially, but with scorn and contempt reject it, and endeavour 
to bring reproach upon Christianity for the sake of it, and 
disturb the peace of the Church about it ; such cannot be said 
to receive or believe it faithfully, and by such sins they do run 
the hazard of perishing everlastingly. 

Pa. I see you have a mind to smooth every thing relating to 
the Trinity, I wish you would do the same about transub- 
stantiation. But yet you have not answered the other great 
difficulty in point of reason, viz. that those things which 
agree or disagree in a third, must agree or disagree one with 
the other. And therefore if the Father be God, the Son 
God, and the Holy Ghost God; then the Father must be Son 
and Holy Ghost, and the Son and Holy Ghost must be the 
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Father. Ifnot, then they are really the same, and really distinct ; 
the same as to Essence, distinct as to Persons: and so they are 
the same, and not the same, which is a contradiction. 

Pr. And now I think you have drawn out the most refined 
spirits of Socinianism, to make the doctrine of the Trinity and 
transubstantiation parallel, because you say, it implies a con- 
tradiction ; which is the nearest parallel you have yet offered 
at. But this terrible argument is grounded on the same sup- 
position, vz. that the Divine Essence is no more capable of 
communicating itself to three distinct Persons, than any created 
being is. The reason of that axiom being, that created things, 
by reason of their finite nature, cannot diffuse or communicate 
themselves to more than one; and therefore those which agree 
in a third, must agree together ; but supposing it possible that 
the same finite nature could extend itself to several individuals, 
it would be presently answered, the axiom did hold only where 
they did adequately and reciprocally agree, and not where they 
did agree only in essence, but differed in the manner of sub- 
sistence, For where a different manner of subsistence is 
supposed possible, in the same individual nature, the agreement 
in that cannot take away that difference which is consistent 
with it; which we attribute to the unlimitedness and perfection 
of the Divine nature. 

Pa, But you can bring no other instance but the thmg in 
question; and therefore this is a petitio principi, or taking 
that for granted which is in dispute. 

Pr. I do not think it to be so, where the reason is assigned 
from the peculiar properties of the Divine nature, to which 
there can be no parallel. And I think it very unreasonable 
in the Socinians, to send us to created beings for the rules and 
measures of our judgment concerning a Being acknowledged to 
be infinite. 

Pa. Are not the Divine Persons infinite, as well as the 
Divine Nature? And therefore as created persons do take in the 
whole nature, so infinite persons will do the infinite nature. 

Pr. No question, but the Persons are infinite in regard of 
the nature which is so; but if an infinite nature be commu- 
nicable to more persons than one, every such person cannot 
appropriate the whole nature to itself. 

Pa. If the difference be on the account of infinity, then 
there must be an infinite number of persons in the Divine 
essence. 

Pr. I answer, that infiniteness of number is no perfection ; 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 359 


and as to the number of Persons, we follow not our own con- 
jectures, nor the authority of the Church ; but Divine Revela- 
tion, which hath assured us, that there is but one God, and 
and yet there are three that are one. Which depends not 
merely on the place of St. John, but the form of baptism is 
remarkable to this purpose, which joins together the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost ; without any other distinction 
besides that of order and relation. And it is against the funda- 
mental design of Christianity, to join any created beings 
together with God in so solemn an act of religion. And St. 
Paul joins them together in his benediction : “The grace of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the commu- 
nion of the Holy Ghost be with you all. Amen.” 2 Cor. xii. 14. 
From whence the Christian Church has always believed a 
Trinity of Persons in the Unity of the Divine Nature. 

Pa. You have taken a great deal of pains to clear the 
doctrine of the Trinity from any absurdity in point of reason, 
why should you not do as much now as to transubstan- 
tiation ? 

Pr. In plain truth, because I cannot; for here lies a vast 

difference between them. In the Trinity we considered an 
infinite Being, to which no bounds can be set without destroy- 
ing its nature; but in transubstantiation, we suppose a true 
finite body, which hath its natural bounds and limits to one 
certain place, and yet you will and must suppose this body to 
be equally present in many thousand distant places at the 
same time; which implies so great a repugnancy to the 
very nature of a body, that I can by no means give my assent 
to it. 
_ Pa. Alas! Is this it which chokes your reason, so that you 
cannot swallow the doctrine of the Church in this matter? 
You do not consider, that though we allow nothing infinite in 
the body itself, yet we suppose an infinite power to be im- 
ployed about it; and an infinite power may produce things 
above our comprehensions, about bodies in themselves finite. 

Pr. This is the utmost your cause will bear; but I pray 
tell me, Is there any such thing as a repugnancy in the 
nature of things or not? 7. e. Are there not some things 
which are endued with such properties, that if you alter them, 
you destroy their very nature; as, to suppose an indivisible 
line, a triangle without lines, a body without dimensions ? 

_Pa. Hold a little ; a body must have dimensions belonging 
to it, but it is not necessary it should have those dimensions 
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wherever it is present. For it may be present in one place 
as a body, and in another after the manner of a spirit. : 

Pr. You might as well have said, a body may be considered 
two ways; as it is a body, and as it is not a body : for there 
can be no body, where there are no dimensions proper to it. 

Pa. See how you are mistaken; for it is not the dimensions’ 
which seem to hinder a body being in more places at once, 
but its unity ; as Bellarmine well observes. 

Pr. I say both of them hinder. For a true body can no 
more be without its dimensions, than a line without divisibility. 

Pa. I grant, that naturally it cannot, but by Divine power 
it may. 

Pe Will vou make the power of God to change the essential 
properties of things, while the things themselves remain in their 
true nature? You may as well say, that naturally man is a rea- 
sonable creature, but by Divine power he may be a true man, and 
yet want the faculty of reasoning; that naturally two and two 
make four, but God can make two and two to be joined together 
in a supernatural manner, so as that four shall not result from 
them ; that though, naturally speaking, whitewashing a wall 
makes it look white, yet by an extraordinary power, there 
may be the presence of all things which make a wall white, 
yet it shall not do so: just so it is to make a body present, 
and yet to have no dimensions of a body. Is there any real 
difference between the nature of a body and spirit? Wherein 
lies it? Is it not as repugnant for a body to be after the 
manner of a spirit, as for a body and spirit to be the same ? 

. Pa. All this proceeds upon not considering the difference 
between the essential extension of a body, and that which is 
quantitative, and hath relation to place. 

Pr. The essential extension of a body without quantity, is 
nonsense, and a contradiction. For it is to make a body 
extended and not extended at the same time. I pray tell me 
what you mean by a body, as it is opposed to a spirit ? 

Pa. 1 mean as all mankind do, such a substance which con- 
sists of parts extended and divisible. 

Pr. Then being extended and divisible are the natural and 
essential properties of a body. And therefore, to suppose a 
body not to be extended and divisible, is to suppose it not to be 
a body, which is a plain contradiction. 

Pa. You are to distinguish between the intrinsical quantity, 
which is an inseparable property of a body, and the extrinsical 
relation it hath to a place. 
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Pr. Tntrinsical quantity without relation to place, is intrin- 
sical nonsense. For, how is it possible for extended parts to 
have no relation to place ? 

Pa. By relation to place, I mean, when the parts of a body 
answer to the parts of a place: but by intrinsical quantity, I 
mean, that there is the real order and proportion of parts in 
the body itself, but it doth not fill up the place. 

Pr. Then you do suppose the body of Christ in the 
eucharist, to have all the distinct parts of a body, with their 
due order and proportion, but to be in the sacrament after an 
invisible manner. 

Pa. Why not? 

Pr, Do you think it possible for the real and entire body 
of a man be crowded into the compass of a wafer, with all the 
difference of its parts, so that no true part of the body be 
missing ? 

Pa. Yes, by Divine power. 

Pr. Do you think a far less thing possible than that, viz. 
that a man’s head, and shoulders, and arms, should be con- 
tained entire and distinct under the nail of his little finger ? 

Pa. Why not? 

Pr. Then why may not the greatest body be within the 
least? Why may not an elephant be caught in a mouse-trap, 
and arhinoceros be put into a snuff-box? For either there 
is a repugnancy in the nature of the thing, for a greater body 
to be within a less, or there is not ; if not, then these mentioned 
instances are possible; if there be, then the supposition of 
Divine power can give no relief, unless you suppose that God 
can do things repugnant in themselves, 7. e. that he can do 
things which cannot be done. But I pray tell me if the very 
body of Christ be by transubstantiation in the wafer, with all 
its parts in their due order, then the head must be distant 
from the feet, and all the other organs in their proper places ; 
but this cannot possibly be supposed, where there is no 
measure of distance as place is, and the whole body is ina 

oint. 
Pa. I say again, there is the just order of parts considered 
in themselves, but not with respect to place. 

Pr. Then it is impossible there should be any distance ; 
without which, it is impossible there should be the order of 
parts ina human body. Thus, there is a repugnancy in the 
very supposition of Christ’s body being in the wafer, though 
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there were but one single wafer; but when to this we add, 
that it is equally thus present in thousands of wafers at what 
distance of place soever, the absurdities do increase and multiply 
so fast upon us, that it is hardly possible to imagine any thing 
concerning a body which doth imply more than this doth. 
As that one and the same body should be indivisibly present 
in many places, where it must be divided from itself, by so 
many bodies interposing : so that it is impossible to apprehend 
how two bodies can be divided from one another more effec- 
tually, than such a body must be from itself, if it be present in 
many places at once. 

Pa. I pray stop here ; for reckon up as many absurdities as 
you will, they are all but the effects of carnal reason, and we 
must captivate our understanding to the obedience of faith. 

Pr. Then it is to no purpose to argue any further on the 
point of reason ; and I thought you designed this for one part 
of your parallel. 

Pa. Sol did; and I still say there are things as hard to 
make out about the Trinity, which you have not yet taken 
notice of. 

Pr. I pray let us hear them, that we may put an end to 
- this discourse. 

Pa. What say you then to one and the same nature being 
in three distinct Persons, which Bellarmine saith, “is more 
wonderful ‘than that one body should be in many places ; 
because the nature is identified with the persons, but the body 
is not so with the places in which it is present.” If therefore 
the same nature be not divided from itself in the Persons of 
the Trinity, how much more easily may one body be present in 
several places, and not be divided from itself ? 

Pr. It is strange, neither Bellarmine nor you should discern 
the difference. For the reason why a body must be divided 
from itself, being in several places, is, because it is finite ; and 
there being no penetration of dimensions in bodies, the inter- 
posing of other bodies must needs divide the same body in 
distant places; but the reason why the same Divine Nature may 
be in several Persons is, because it is infinite; and therefore 
nothing can bound or discontinue it. | 

Pa. You have talked much of contradictions; is there any 
greater about transubstantiation, than that of eternal genera- 
tion of the Son im the mystery of the Trinity? For, if it be 
proper generation, then you cannot infer from it, that the Son 
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is of the same substance with the Father; if it be, then it 
must be a proceeding from not being to being, and so an eter- 
nal generation is a contradiction. 

Pr. Itisa rule in common reason, that all attributes must 
be understood according to the nature of the subjects. And 
therefore, if the subject here spoken of be of such a nature as to 
be incapable of proceeding from not being to being, then 
whatever is affirmed of it, must be so understood as not to 
destroy its nature. The term of generation alone is not, it 
may be, sufficient to prove the Son co-essential with the Father, 
because it might have been used improperly and metaphorically. 
But when, from the Scripture, it otherwise appears that the 
Son of God, being the Word, “was in the begmning with God, 
and was God,”’ Johni. 1 ; and we soon after find him called “ the 
only begotten of the Father,” ver. 14; ‘‘ and the only begotten 
Son,” ver. 18 ; we have reason to infer from hence his eternal 
generation. Which must not be understood in such a mean 
sense as is agreeable to creatures, but as it is consistent with 
the essential attributes of God, of which necessary existence 
is one. So that by eternal generation no more can be meant, 
than such an emanation of the Son from the Father, as doth 
suppose them to have the same nature and co-existence : which 
is best represented by the rays of the sun coming from the 
fountain of light, if they were permanent and not successive. 

Pa. What say you then to the mystery of the incarnation ? 
Is it not more wonderful, as Bellarmine observes, “that there 
should be one hypostasis in two natures, than one body in 
two places? Since the union is greater between the hypostasis 
and the natures, than between the body and the places it is in; 
the one being intrinsical and substantial, the other extrinsical 
and accidental. And that hypostasis is the same with the 
divine nature, and yet is most closely united with the human 
nature, which is so different from the divine; so that it is 
incomprehensible by us, how in that union the natures are not 
confounded, or the hypostasis divided.”’ 

Pr. Suppose now we grant all this, that there is an incom- 
prehensible mystery in the incarnation, what follows from 
thence? Have I not hitherto owned, that there must be some- 
thing incomprehensible by us in what relates to the Divine 
nature? And it is the less wonder it is so in the incarnation, 
wherein an union is implied between an infinite and finite 
nature, when the union of the soul and body, though both 
finite, is above our comprehension, though we ourselves con- 
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sist of souls and bodies so united. .But what consequence is 
it, if we are not able to explain this, that then we must admit 
that the same body may not be merely in two, but in ten 
thousand places at the same time? 7. e. if we cannot explain 
the hypostatical union, then all manner of absurdities must 
go down with us, that relate to things of a very different nature 
from it. 

Pa. I am glad to find you are set at last, and that now you 
have a difficulty before you, which you can never get through. 

Pr. Be not too confident ; I have only hitherto denied the 
consequence as to the difficulties of transubstantiation. But it 
is possible, that setting aside the confusion of School terms, 
I may be able to give a far more intelligible and reasonable 
account of the incarnation itself, than you can ever do of 
transubstantiation. 

Pa. First shew that it is possible, and then explain the 
manner of it. 

Pr. But let us in the first place agree what we mean by it. 

Pa. By the incarnation, I mean the union of the divine and 
human nature, so as to make one person in Christ. 

Pr. If this be not possible, it must either be, 1. Because 
two natures different from each other, cannot be united to 
make one person: the contrary whereof appears in the union 
of soul and body to the person of a man. Or, 2. Because 
it is impossible that an infinite nature should be united to a 
finite. 

Pa. How can there be an union possible, between two 
beings infinitely distant from each other ? 

Pr. Not in that respect, wherein the distance is infinite ; 
but if there be nothing destructive to either nature in such an 
union, and the infinite nature do condescend to it, why may it 
not be so united to an intelligent finite beg, as to make one 
person together with it? For in respect of union, the distance 
is not so great between finite and infinite, as between body 
and spirit. 

Pa. The distance is infinite in one case, but not in the other. 

Pr. I do not speak of them, with respect to perfections, 
but to union; and an infinite distance in that, must imply an 
absolute repugnancy, which you can never prove: for, since 
body and spirit may be united to make one person, an infinite 
spirit may be united to a finite nature. 

Pa. But the manner of the hypostatical union is impossible 
to be conceived. 
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Pr. Let the thing be granted possible, and the difficulty of 
conceiving the manner may be as great in the union of soul 
and body. Will you undertake to explain that to me? And 
yet I hope you believe it. But let us hear your difficulties 
again, which you object from Bellarmine. 

Pa, That there should be but one hypostasis in two natures; 
and that in the union, the natures should not be confounded, 
nor the hypostasis divided. 

Pr. All these difficulties arise from the sense of the word 
hypostasis. Which origimally signifies a real being, and not 
such which depends only on fancy and imagination; from 
thence its signification was enlarged, not only to things real 
(in opposition to mere appearances and creatures of the mind), 
but to such a thing which did subsist of itself, and had not its 
subsistence in another, as accidents had. So that an hypos- 
tasis was a real substance which had subsistence in itself. But 
such are of two kinds, as the Greek Fathers observe. 1. Such 
as are real substances in themselves, but yet are capable of 
being joined with another, to make up a person ; thus the soul 
and body have two different hypostases, and make up but one 
person of.aman. 2. It is taken for a complete individual 
subsistence, which is not joied with any other as a part; and 
so hypostasis is the same with a person, which is nothing else 
but a complete, intelligent, individual hypostasis. And in this 
sense, there can be but one hypostasis in Christ, 7. e. one 
person, though there be two natures. 

Pa. But our divines say, that the human nature after the 
union, hath no hypostasis, it being swallowed up by the divine. 

Pr. I know they do; but if they mean that the human 
nature, after the union, loses that subsistence which is proper 
to the human nature, it is impossible for them to avoid the 
Eutychian heresy, condemned by the Council of Chalcedon ; 
but if they mean no more than that there is a true nature, 
but no person, save only that which results from both natures; 
they then agree with the sense of the Church, which con- 
demned the Eutychians. For, as much as the heresies of 
Nestorius and Eutyches differed in themselves, they were 
both built on the same ground, viz. that there could be no 
true nature, but there must be a person; and that two natures 
could not make one person. From whence Nestorius asserted 
there were two persons in Christ; and Eutyches denied that 
there were two natures, 


Pa. What doth all this signify, but that the authority of 
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the Church must determine whether there be two natures, or 
two persons in Christ ? 

Pr. It seems then, the whole business wherein the General 
Councils were so warmly concerned, was only to make an 
ecclesiastical dictionary, and to appoint what words are to be 
used, and what not. Do you think then, there were no such 
real heresies as Nestorianism and Eutychianism, but only they 
happened to take the words Nature and Person im another 
sense than the Church would have men use them? 

Pa. I trust the Church for all these things. 

Pr. Then if the Church would have you affirm two persons 
and one nature, or two natures and one person, it were all one 
to you. 

Pa. Why not? since the Church must determine. 

Pr. What if you had been to dispute with Nestorius and 
Eutyches? 

Pa. I would have told them, they must submit to the 
Church about the use of words. 

Pr. And they would have laughed at you for your pains: 
for the controversy was really about the truth of Christ’s in- 
carnation (as the Fathers proved, and the Councils deter- 
mined), which in consequence was rejected by both of them ; 
as I will evidently prove, if you have any longer patience. 

Pa. I beg your pardon, Sir, I have heard enough of all con- 
science already. 

Pr. I think so too, to make you ashamed of your parallel 
between the doctrine of the Trinity and Transubstantiation. 

And methinks, for the sake of our common Christianity, 
you should no more venture upon such bold and unreasonable 
comparisons. Do you in earnest think it is all one, whether 
men do believe a God, or Providence, or heaven, or hell, or 
the Trinity and incarnation of Christ, if they do not believe 
Transubstantiation? We have heard much of late about 
old and new Popery ; but if this be the way of representing 
new Popery, by exposing the common articles of faith ; it will 
set the minds of all good Christians farther from it than ever. 
For upon the very same grounds, we may expect another 
parallel between the belief of a God and Transubstantiation ; 
the effect of which will be, the exposing of all religion. This 
is a very destructive and mischievous method of proceeding ; 
but our comfort is, that it is very unreasonable; as I hope 
hath fully appeared by this discourse. 
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THE TEXTS EXAMINED, WHICH PAPISTS CITE OUT OF 
THE BIBLE, FOR THE PROOF OF THEIR DOCTRINE OF 
TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION (as defined by the Council of Trent) 
is, ““ when by the consecration of bread and wine, there is the 
conversion of the whole substance of the bread into the sub- 
stance of Christ’s body, and of the whole substance of the wine 
into the substance of his blood.’’* 

Upon this conversion they say, 

1. “ That there is existent in the sacrament truly, really and 
substantially the same body of Christ which was born of the 
Virgin Mary, consisting of flesh, bones, and sinews, together 
with his soul and divinity.’’+ 

2. ‘That there is nothing of the bread and wine but the 
accidents or forms without the substance.”’ 

There is no need to observe that this is a doctrine full of 
contradiction to the sense and reason of mankind; and there- 
fore can have no help or proof from thence; for sense and 
reason cannot speak against themselves. And if we repair to 
Scripture, we are herein also much prevented; for many 
learned men of the Church of Rome have in several ages 
acknowledged that there is not one place of Scripture so ex- 
press as to oblige a man to believe it without the authority of 
the Church: this Bellarmine also says, ‘‘is not altogether im- 
probable.” f 

But yet he can find out upon occasion robustissima argu- 
menta, very forcible arguments for this doctrine. 

For which purpose he divides what he has to say into two 
heads. 

I. He undertakes to shew from Scripture, that the eucharist 
is not natural bread and wine, but is the very body and 
blood of Christ, really and substantially, under the forms 
of bread and wine. 

Il. That there is a transubstantiation or conversion of the 


substance of bread and wine into Christ’s very body and 
blood. 


* Sess. 13. c. 4. 
+ Cap. 1. et Can. 1. Catech. Trid. par. 1. SS. 23 et 27. 
t De Euchar. 1. 3. c. 23. L.1.c. 3. SS. ex prestantioribus. 
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PART I. 


Tuat the eucharist is the very natural body and blood of 
Christ. Upon this first he largely discourses from the figures 
of it in Scripture, from the promise, the institution, and the 
use and end for which it serves. 

He argues thus from the figures of it:* ‘That figures 
necessarily ought to be inferior to the things figured, therefore 
they are called a shadow, Col. ii. 17. But if the bread 
become not the true and proper body of Christ upon conse- 
cration, then the figure+ would be often equal, and sometimes 
superior to the things figured, in their matter and aptness for 
signification. Of the former sort were the bread of Melchi- 
zedek, the shew-bread, the bread of the first-fruits, and of 
Elias. Of the latter sort are the lamb in the passover, the 
blood of the covenant, and manna, which several Fathers ac- 
knowledge to be figures of the eucharist. In the first of 
which, bread is equal to the bread in the eucharist: and in 
the last, a lamb and blood do much more clearly express the 
sacrifice of Christ than bread, if it be no other than bread in 
substance, and is only a signification of that sacrifice, and not 
the sacrifice itself.”’ 

This is the sum of his argument, which includes these 
things :— 

1. That the bread and wine of Melchizedek, the shew- 
bread, the passover, &c. are figures of the eucharist. The 
arguments by which he endeavours to prove this, have been, in 
the chief instance, already considered.t 

2. That in the matter and aptness to signify, those figures 
are some of them equal, others superior to the bread and wine 
in the Lord’s supper. ‘This is not altogether true. But sup- 
pose it, that there was for example, more in the paschal lamb, 
both for the quality of the thing, and its aptness to signify, 
than there is in bread and wine, yet there might be reason 
for it. (1.) With respect to the temper of the Israelites, and 
the worship suited to them, which was gross and carnal; 
whereas in the Gospel the temper is supposed to be more in- 
genuous, and the worship is more spiritual. (2.) There was 
reason for it, as the paschal lamb was a type of what was to 
follow afar off: but the Lord’s supper is a memorial of what 
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is past, and clearly revealed in all the points and particulars of 
it; and so there needed not the like aptness to signify when 
all was. fulfilled before. 

3. There is further implied, that the equality and supe- 
riority of the figures in their matter and aptness to signify, 
makes them to be equal and superior to the eucharist. 

Bnt this is not to be allowed: for the signification in 
matters of divime institution (as the sacraments are) proceeds 
not, nor is to be estimated so much from the nature and 
quality of the things representing, or from an aptness in 
them to represent, as from the will of the institutor. And 
therefore, 

1. A sacrament (whatever the matter of it is) is to be pre- 
ferred before what is not a sacrament. And so, though the 
bread and wine of Melchizedek, or the bread of the first- 
fruits, be equal in kind to bread in the eucharist, yet that 
makes not the former equal to the latter in place or office ; 
for in them the bread was not sacramental, but here it is 
sacramental. 

2. Again, sacraments themselves are to be estimated accord- 
ing to their effects and virtue. And therefore, though we 
should allow the paschal lamb in its nature and aptness to sig- 
nify, to be superior to bread, yet it follows not that the pass- 
over would have been superior to the eucharist, if the bod 
and blood of Christ be not actually and substantially there: 
For without any such reason, the eucharist is superior to the 
passover, as this immediately respected a temporal deliverance; 
that a deliverance purely spiritual and eternal: this was but a 
type of our Saviour’s sacrifice ; that a memorial of it. And 
the Church of Rome is bound to allow this, which holds that 
the “ sacraments of the law did only signify grace ; but those 
of the Gospel do confer it, ex opere operato.”* So that in con- 
clusion, the argument from matter and aptness to signify, and 
of preferring the figure before the thing figured, comes to 
nothing. Indeed the argument proves too much ; for if the 
figure will be equal or superior to the thing figured (when the 
matter or aptness to signify is equal or superior), unless the 
thing set forth in the sacrament be actually there; then the 
waters of the Red Sea, and the rock, would be equal to 
Christian baptism, unless the water of baptism be regenera- 
tion, and turned into it. For Bellarmine saith, ‘‘ those waters 
were figures of the sacrament of baptism.” 

* Bellarm. de effectu Sacram, 1. 2. c. 13. SS. 1 et 2. 
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The second way to prove from Scripture,* that the very 
body and blood of Christ are properly in the eucharist, is 
taken from what Bellarmine calls a promise, contained in John 
vi. 51, “ The bread that I will give, is my flesh.” 

Here he undertakes two things :— 

1. To shew that this discourse of our Saviour belongs to 
the eucharist. 

2. To prove from thence that Christ’s natural body and 
blood are truly in the eucharist. 

1. He says, “‘ this discourse belongs to the eucharist.” 
Where I premise, that the question is not whether there may 
not be some respect to the eucharist in it, and that our Saviour 
might not use the words ‘flesh and blood,” so that at the 
sacrament they might recall to their minds what he at this 
time had discoursed upon; but the question is, whether the 
eucharist be the proper subject of this discourse, and the 
** eating the flesh, and drinking the blood of Christ,’ be no 
other but the eating and drinking of it as contained under the 
species of bread and wine in the eucharist? As for example, 
that the meaning of ver. 53 is, “‘ Except ye eat the flesh of the 
Son of man, and drink his blood” in the eucharist, ‘ ye have 
no life in you.’ This is what they affirm, and we deny. 
That the proper flesh and blood of Christ is here discoursed 
of, we deny not; but then we withal do hold, that by the 
flesh and blood of Christ is here understood the same as the 
bread, ver. 35, 48, 51: and by both Christ himself, who was 
to die for the world ; and so eating his flesh, and drinking his 
blood, are the same with coming to him, or believing in him, 
ver. 35, 45, 47, 51. Which though in a more especial manner 
it is in the eucharist (as Christ and his suffermgs are therein 
more peculiarly represented), yet is to be out of the sacra- 
ment as well as init. Whether this discourse of our Saviour 
did peculiarly thus belong to the eucharist, is a point not 
agreed amongst themselves, as it is acknowledged by the 
Council of Trent} (where it was long debated) and by Bellar- 
mine.t But yet this author did not go far, but he so forgot 
himself, as to affirm that “ all interpreters expound it of the 
eucharist.”? We shall consider his arguments, and leaye his 
contradiction to himself. : 

He argues from the above cited verse, ‘‘The bread that I 
will give is my flesh: where, saith he, ‘‘ if bread signifies 
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Christ as received by faith, without any relation to the sacra- 
mental species, it would not be in the future, I will give. 
Therefore our Lord promised his flesh, not absolutely, but as 
to be eaten in the last supper.’’* 

To this I answer : 

If the word dread absolutely refers to the eucharist, and is 
to be taken literally, then it would follow, that as truly as 
his flesh was flesh, his flesh should become bread; for it is 
said, “ The bread which I will hereafter give, is now my 
flesh ;” which implies the conversion of flesh into bread, rather 
than what they hold, the conversion of bread into flesh. 

2. If it will follow that it must be understood absolutely of 
the sacramental species, because it is in the future, I will give; 
then it will follow by the like way of arguing, that it cannot 
be understood of the sacramental species, because it is also in 
the present, “‘I am that bread,” ver. 48. “Is my flesh,” 
ver. 51. ‘My flesh is meat,” ver. 55. And that it was thus 
with respect to the present, not only the Jews understood, but 
our Saviour grants to them, ver. 53, “ Except ye eat.” So 
ver. 56, 57, 58. 

3. From hence it therefore follows, that our Saviour is here 
not to be absolutely understood of the sacramental species, but 
of that bread which might be eaten out of the eucharist as well 
as in it, at that present, as well as afterwards ; and conse- 
quently that the eating of it is by faith. ; 

He arguest that the discourse belongs thus to the eucharist, 
“from the words of the last supper, which bear a correspondence 
to this. Here it is (I will give) by way of promise: there 
it is (is given) by way of performance.” BO 

This he confesses is only a probable argument ;§ it is ushered 
in with a videatur, and is indeed of no force. For though we 
yield that the words, ‘‘I will give,” contain a promise, yet we 
differ from him, 

1. As to the time and case when this promise was performed. 
Bellarmine saith it was in the eucharist ; but if we consult the 
text, that tells us it was when he gave his flesh for the life of 
the world, which was on the cross. For so is that phrase “ to 
give his life,” and “ give himself,” always applied in Scripture 
to his death, and never to the eucharist: see John x. 11, 15. 
Gal. i. 4, and ii. 20. Ephes, v. 2, 25. 1 Tim. u. 6. 
Tit. ui. 14. 
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2. We as little agree in the sense of those words in the in- 
stitution, “which is given for you.” Which, though spoken in 
the present at the last supper, manifestly refer to the future; 
and the sense of them is, which shall shortly be given for you, 
Of this see before, p. 171. 

It is further urged by Bellarmine and a late author,* that 
“the Jews contended, ver. 52, ‘How can this man give us his 
flesh to eat?’ And many of the disciples said, ver. 60, 
‘This is an hard saying. From whence it is evident, that 
both of them thought Christ propounded some new and 
wonderful thing to them; and understood him in a proper 
sense, and our Saviour did not correct this their opinion, but 
repeated it, ver. 53. But if it was to believe in Christ, who 
can think our Saviour would involve it in so many metaphors, 
when he used to explain parables, and when he as easily might 
have done it in the sacramentarian way, by telling them that no 
more was meant but by believing in his death?+ But here he 
explained not himself, but only said, ‘ Will ye also go away ?” 
As if he had said, I have nothing more that I shalldo, I have 
insinuated a mystery; here is need of faith, and he that will 
not acquiesce in it, let him depart.” 

I answer : 

1. We grant that both the Jews and disciples thought 
that our Saviour spoke of somewhat wonderful and new; for 
they conceived both alike, that he spake of the carnal eating of 
his body, ver. 52. But is it the more true, because they 
so thought? They thought that our Saviour affirmed that he 
came bodily from heaven, ver. 41, 42. But what they thought 
was far from being true. 

2. And whereas it is alleged, that our Saviour did not cor- 
rect their opinion. I answer: 

1. He no more rectified their mistake about his bodily 
descent from heaven, than he is supposed to have rectified them 
uM their opinion concerning the oral manducation of his body. 

or, 

2. Did he rectify their mistake concerning the carnal man- 
ducation of his body ;§ which the Church of Rome (whatever 
it held in the days of P. Nicholas) no more now allows than we 
do, that there is in the eucharist the carnal presence of his 
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body, which he might as easily have done, as what this late 
author calls ‘‘ the sacramentarian way.” 

3. Whereas it is further pleaded, that our Saviour used to 
explain his parables; that if this was figurative, he might as 
easily have done it : 

I answer; if he meant it in the Romish sense, he never did 
explain it : for he no where said that they should eat his flesh 
and drink his blood, under the species or forms of bread and 
wine. 

But our late author saith,* that “our Saviour proceeds to 
deliver this profound mystery to them, in more express words, 
using a vehement asseveration to confirm the truth of it; ver. 
53, &e. Verily, verily, I say unto you, except ye eat the flesh,” 
&c. And yet, notwithstanding these express words, it seems 
that not only the people, but the disciples were not aware of 
any such meaning: this, our author himself a little after grants, 
who observes,+ ‘‘that after our Saviour had spoke thus to them, 
many of the disciples themselves, thinking that he meant that 
his body was to be eaten in a gross manner, like the Caper- 
naites, cried out, This is an hard saying.” So that he had better 
have used Bellarmine’s, ‘our Saviour insinuates,’ rather than 
that of ‘ express words ;’ which makes him so widely differ from 
himself. 

4. I add, that (besides the nature of the thing, and the inti- 
mations given all along by our Saviour) he did explain himself 
to his disciples, ver. 63, “It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the 
flesh, if it could be eaten, profiteth nothing,” that is, to quicken, 
(as Tertulliant expounds it.) “The words that I speak unto you, 
they are spirit, and they are life :” which he said, to intimate to 
them, that these “‘ things which he spake, were not carnal, but 
spiritual,” § as an ancient expounds it : and so St. Peter under- 
stands it, ver. 68, 69, ‘‘ Thou hast the words of eternal life. And 
we believe,”’ &c. Christ was the flesh and blood to be eaten, and 
belief in him was (as he understood) the eating of that flesh 
and blood. So that from the beginning to the end of it, is not 
one word of eating flesh and drinking blood under the forms of 
bread and wine. And here our author is defective, who agrees 
with us, the “ words cannot be carnally understood,” ||but instead 
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of proving his own part, has recourse not to a text, but the 
omnipotency of our Saviour. 

“The distinction observed,* ver. 53, betwixt eating and drink- 
ing, betwixt flesh and blood, refers to the species of bread and 
wine in the eucharist, or else there would be no need of such 
distinction, since a perception by faith needs it not. And ver. 
55, ‘My flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed,’ 
signify the distinct manner of eating his flesh, and drinking 
his blood, which is utterly lost, if not in the sacramental forms 
of bread and wine.” 

1. Meat and drink are the constituent parts of corporeal 
refreshments, and so do aptly set forth Christ as the object of 
our faith ; for what meat and drink is to the body, that is he 
to the soul by faith ; and therefore we are said to be “‘ partakers 
of Christ,” + Heb. iii. 14. 

2. By the terms, flesh and blood, is set forth, 

(1.) The human nature which he assumed, usually in Serip- 
ture called flesh and blood, Matth. xvi. 27; and accordingly his 
incarnation is thus described, ‘‘ He also took part of the same”’ 
flesh and blood, Heb. u. 14. 

(2.) There is further thereby set forth his sufferings, suitable 
to the sacrifices under the law, in which there was a separate 
consideration of these two. And though these are set forth 
in the eucharist, yet had there been no such institution, there 
would have been reason sufficient for the representing our 
Saviour under this notion, and for faith thus to respect him. 

But methinks they of the Church of Rome should be shy of 
arguing from this distinction of flesh and blood, and the dif- 
ferent manner of receiving them in the sacrament, that do by 
their doctrine of concomitancy make these two to be but one, 
and the flesh to be flesh and blood too, and also in the 
administration of it, deliver it but in one kind to the people. 
The irreconcileableness of which doctrine and practice to this 
discourse of our Saviour, made Cajetan and others utterly to 
deny it had any reference to the eucharist, as Bellarmine 
saith. 

“Tt is said, ver. 49, Your Fathers did eat manna in the 
wilderness.§ Thisis the bread that cometh down from heaven, 
&c. Where the comparison is not between manna and the 
body of Christ, as taken only by faith, but as taken in the 
sacrament, as is evident from 1 Cor. x. 1, 2, 3, where the 
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waters of the Red Sea are compared to baptism, and manna to 
the eucharist.” 

Our Saviour doth not compare his body (which did not 
descend from heaven), but himself, to manna; ver. 33, “The 
bread of God is he which cometh down from heaven :’’ ver. 
51, 52, ‘This is the bread which cometh down from heaven* 
—I am the living bread.” He was spiritually to the soul, 
what manna was corporeally to the body; and so it is under- 
stood by the Apostle, 1 Cor. x. 3, 4. ‘They did all eat the 
same spiritual meat, and did all drink the same spiritual drink; 
for they drank of that spiritual Rock that followed them, and 
that Rock was Christ.” 

“The words (eating the flesh of Christ) cannot be taken figu- 
ratively,+ but properly, because always the proper signification 
is to be chosen, unless the contrary be evidently proved. And 
when our Saviour so often repeats it with the oath Amen, 
amen, it would be absurd that it should be taken figuratively ; 
for it is not lawful to confirm an assertion by an oath, unless 
the matter be clear and certain, so that it cannot be wrested to 
another sense; ne detur occasio perjurit, lest there be an occa- 
sion given of perjury. But flesh properly signifies flesh, and 
to eat signifies a corporeal action, by which meat is thrown 
into the stomach, but that is not by faith, and no where but in 
the eucharist.”’ 

1. We admit of this rule, that the proper signification is to 
be chosen, when the contrary is not evident ; being according 
to what is said by St. Austin. But then how shall we know 
whether the contrary be not evident? that we have the same 
Father guiding us in, whothus delivers himself :§ “Ifa saying 
be preceptive, either forbidding a wicked action, or commanding 
what is good, it is not figurative : if it commands any wicked- 
ness, or forbids what is good, it is figurative; as this saying 
‘Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, 
ye have no life in you,’ seems to command a heinous and 
wicked thing: and is therefore a figure enjoining us to com- 
municate in the passion of our Lord, and to lay it up in a 
profitable remembrance, because his flesh was wounded and 
crucified for our sakes.” 

2. As to what he alleges from the terms Amen, amen, or 
Verily, verily, it is not probable that it was a form of swearing, 
when (1.) Our Saviour uses it so frequently, as five and twenty 
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times in this Gospel; and that as well in matters of observation 
and fact, as doctrine and promise and declaration, as Matth. 
viii. 10, ‘‘ Verily I have not found so great faith: Matth. 
xvill. 13. So John x. 1, © Verily, verily, he that cometh not 
by the door,’? &e. and xiii. 16. (2.) Bellarmine uses it as an 
argument why these words should be understood literally, 
because confirmed by an oath, and then according to his rea- 
soning, they are not an oath, because they are often applied to 
what is not to be understood literally. So John i. 51, ‘ Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, Hereafter ye shall see heaven open, and 
the angels of vee apres and descending upon the Son of 
man.” Chap. iui. 3, “Verily, verily, except. a man be born 
again,” &c. So in this chap. ver. 32. “ Verily, verily, my 
Father gave you the true bread: and so in the verse he 
makes use of, “ Verily, verily, ‘except ye eat,’ &c. Where, if 
he is right in his argument, the flesh is then proper flesh, and 
the eating must be carnal eating of that flesh; and which he 
cannot expound to an eating of flesh under the form of bread, 
without one of the hardest metaphors in the world. Surely he 
was hard put to it, when he must bring our blessed Saviour so 
near the precipice, as to an occasio perjurti ; and that nothing 
less will serve than sucha clear and determinate phrase, as is 
not possible to be wrested to another sense. 

‘As our Saviour, John iii. 3, when he would insinuate the 
use and nature of baptism, teaches Nicodemus, and repeats it, 
that he must be born again: so here, that he might imsmuate 
the nature of the eucharist, he saith, and repeats it, Except ye 
eat the flesh, &c. And as Nicodemus then did wonder, so did 
the disciples here.’’* 

1. Bellarmine contends elsewhere, that ‘‘ words in sacraments 
are to be understood literally.”’+ If so, then how ean it. be 
so, John ui. for if to be born again is yo to be under- 
stood, then Nicodemus was in the right, ver. 3, ‘‘Can a man 
enter the second time into his mother’s womb, i be born ?”’ 

2. If these words are allusively to be understood, and sig- 
nify a moral and spiritual birth (as is not denied), and that by 
them we are to interpret these, ‘“‘except ye eat the flesh of the 
Son of man,” then we can no more understand these of oral 
and corporeal eating, than those of a natural birth; but as by 
the terms being “ born again,” were signified a moral and 
spiritual birth, so by the terms ‘‘eating the flesh’? of Christ, 
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we are to understand a spiritual and figurative eating, which is 
by faith. 

As for what Bellarmine urges from the absurdities that will 
follow,* if this discourse of our Saviour is not to be understood 
of the eucharist: ‘they only serve to prove that our Saviour 
referred here to the sacrament ;”’ but as they do not prove it, 
so if they did, yet that alone, as I have shewed, belongs not 
to the case in debate. 

Bellarmine having thus largely insisted upon the first, he 
proceeds to shew the truth of Christ’s body in the eucharist 
from this discourse of our Saviour. And to what has been 
before said, he adds an argument from ver. 61, 62, “Doth 
this offend you? What and if ye shall see the Son of man 
ascend up where he was before ?” 

Of this, he saith, there is a double exposition, and from each 
of which he endeavours to prove it. 

“Our Saviour doth prove one wonder by another,+ more or 
equally wonderful ; as Matth. ix. 2, John i. 51, ui. 8. And so 
he doth here in the instance of his ascension. But if our 
Saviour had not promised to give his true flesh in the sacra- 
ment, there had been no need to prove his power in the instance 
of his ascension.” 

I answer ; admitting this exposition,{ yet there is no founda- 
tion for his inference. 

For the instance to prove, must be equally, if not more 
wonderful than what it is brought to prove ; but that is not 
here; for the existence of Christ’s natural body and blood, 
under the forms of bread and wine, is far more wonderful than 
Christ’s ascension into heaven. ‘The bodily ascension into 
heaven carries in it no repugnancy to reason, and there have 
been instances of it in Enoch and Elijah; but as to Christ’s 
body under the forms of bread and wine, it is what there is 
nothing that doth, or can parallel, as the Roman Catechism | 
owns. 

“Our Saviour reproves the incredulity of his disciples,§ and 
teacheth them, that they shall have a greater occasion of 
doubting in his absence. And if they now doubt, what will 
they do when he is gone into heaven, and his body will be far 
from them ; then how will they believe the same body to be 
in the eucharist ? Whereas, if it were by faith, it would be 
more easy to believe after his ascension, and our Lord would 
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would not have said, What and if ye shall see the Son of man 
ascend up where he was before ?”” 

1. I deny that if it was by faith,* it would be more easy to 
believe after the ascension ; and that for what our Saviour said 
to Thomas, John xx. 29, “ Because thou hast seen me, thou 
hast believed ; blessed are they which have not seen, and yet 
have believed.” 

2. I deny again, that it is more difficult to believe Christ’s 
body in the eucharist after his ascension than before; for it 
is equally difficult to believe Christ's body to be contained 
under the forms of bread and wine, whether he be in heaven 
or earth, present or absent. It is again as equally difficult to 
believe Christ to have a human body united to his soul, and 
another body under the forms of bread and wine, and these to 
be one and the same body. 

3. I deny again, that there is the least reason for this ex- 
position of that phrase, that ‘they shall have a greater occasion 
of doubting in his absence ;”’ and that will appear, by consider- 
ing what were the things those disciples murmured at; and 
they were two: (1.) That he should speak of eating his flesh, 
ver. 53, &c. (2.) That he should say, ‘‘ This is the bread which 
came down from heaven,” &c. ver. 58. Now to both of these he 
returns a distinct answer ; beginning (according as it is usual 
in Scripture) with the last first. 'To which he answers, ver. 
61, 62, “ Doth this offend you? What and if ye shall see 
the Son of man ascend up where he was before?’ Why should 
it be less credible that I came from heaven, than that I shall 
ascend thither? But this shall shortly be seen ; or (to use 
the words of a late author of theirs) ‘“‘as if he should have 
said,}+ If you do not yet believe that the Son of man came 
down from heaven, yet when you see him ascend thither again, 
you will be more ready to believe that it was really God who 
came down, took flesh and dwelt amongst you.” 

As to the second, he answers, ver. 63, ‘“ It is the spirit that 
quickeneth ; the flesh profiteth nothing: the words that I 
speak unto you, they are spirit, and they are life.” What he 
had tanght them all along, of coming to him, and believing in 
him, as the way and means to eternal life; so ver. 35, 40, 
45, 47. 

The third head of arguments,{t to prove that the very body 
and blood of Christ are substantially in the eucharist, is taken 
from the words of institution, ‘‘ This is my body.” 
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Here Bellarmine saith, from the Council of Trent,* that the 
Catholic Church doth teach, that these words are to be taken 
simply and properly, and then gives this sense of them thus: 
«This, which is contained under these species of bread and 
wine, is truly and properly my very true and natural body.”’ 
In proof of this, 

He undertakes to shew, that ‘it is not probable our Lord 
would speak figuratively,+ whether we consider the matter, a 
sacrament, &c. the persons to whom he spake, the Apostles ; 
the place and time.’ t 

For the matter, he saith, it is “a sacrament, a will, a cove- 
nant, a law, a doctrine, all which do require a proper and not 
a figurative speech.” 

But though this holds precisely in none of his instances, yet 
in none doth it fail more than the first, and mdeed the chiefest 
of them ; and that whether we consider the nature of a sacra- 
ment, or the instances of it. The nature of it is mystical and 
representative, and so mystical expressions do become, and. 
bear a correspondence to the nature of the thing. And accord- 
ingly we shall find it to be the manner of speaking in such 
symbolical cases. Thus it was in the sacraments of the law, 
circumcision, and the passover. In the former of these, cir- 
cumcision is called the covenant, Gen. xvil. 10, 13, which was 
but a token of the covenant, ver. 11, and Rom. iv. 1]. In 
the latter, the lamb is called the Passover, which it was the 
sign and representation of. Thus they are said to kill, to 
sacrifice, to roast, to eat the passover, Exod. xii. 21. Deut. xvi. 
2, 7. Matth. xxvi. 17. Thus it is also in the Christian sacra- 
ment of baptism, which is called, Tit. ui. 5, ‘‘ the washing of 
regeneration ;’ and we are said to be “ born of water,’ John 
ili. 5; to be “ buried with Christ by baptism,’ Rom. vi. 4. 

Nay, let us come to this very sacrament in dispute, and they 
themselves must, and do acknowledge several things to be 
figuratively spoken, when ‘‘ this,” in Bellarmine’s way of 
exposition, is what is contained under the forms of bread 
and wine:§ “ broken,”’ that is, by the breaking the accidents 
of bread :|| “‘cup,” that is, the wine in the cup: “bread,” 
after consecration, that is, what was once bread. Now, if 
Bellarmine’s argument be good, that “‘a sacrament requires a 
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proper sense,’’ all these were meant, and so ought to be under- 
stood, properly. 

He argues* from the words themselves, “ This is my body ;” 
and he begins with the word “ this,’ which, saith he, must 
relate either to the bread, or the body, or the accidents of 
bread. The two former he discards after this manner : 

‘‘The word this cannot relate to bread,+ because if taken 
adjectively, it must be of the same gender with the substantive 
it belongs to; but now in the Greek, the word for bread 
(croc) is in the masculine, and the word for this (rovro) is in 
the neuter.”’ 

But here he is out in his grammar.{ Were the adjective 
immediately connected to the substantive, as it is ver. 26, dprov 
rouroy, “this bread,” or as a late adversary would read it for 
us,§ when he saith, we read it rovro dproc, then it would be, 
as he saith, false grammar; but though doroc, bread, be the 
antecedent to rovro, yet neither is our Saviour, or the Evan- 
gelist, out in their grammar, nor we in following them im it. 
That our Saviour refers “this” to ‘‘bread,” not only the 
reason of the thing, and the order of grammar require (because 
it is the same that he saith “ this’’ of, that he before “ took, 
and blessed, and gave’’), but also that the Apostle afterward, 
immediately connects them together, 1 Cor. xi. 26, ‘‘ As often 
as ye eat this bread ;’’ where the ‘this bread’’ as much refers 
to the bread, as the “this cup” to the cup before spoken of. 

And that it is agreeable to the rules of grammar, | shall 
make appear by these observations. 

1. As it is ordinary in Latin and Greek, when the substan- 
tive is understood, or the antecedent is a sentence going before, 
to put the relative (whatever gender the substantive is of) in the 
neuter gender, as John vi. 61, rovro, “‘ Doth this offend you ?” 
that is, Christ’s commg from heaven; so here ver. 24, 25, 
rovro, “this doth;” that is, take and eat. 

2. When the substantive properly belonging to the adjective 
is not immediately repeated with the adjective, the adjective 
may be in the neuter gender, as Gen. ii. 13, rovro éorovy, 
“this is bone,” where the word yvv} ‘ woman’ is the ante- 
cedent. 

3. It is common again in Greek and Latin, to put the 
relative in the same gender with the consequent, as in the 
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foregoing instance, rovvo dorotv, which the vulgar Latin reads 
hoc est os. And so when the sentence going before was the 
antecedent, yet we find the relative is in the feminine, if the 
consequent substantive be so, as Ezek. v. 5, airi}  ‘Inpovoadip, 
“this is Jerusalem.” So St. Cyprian, “ hee est caro mea.’’* 

Now it happens that there is none of these but what is 
applicable to our case. For, (1.) The antecedent may be the 
sentence going before, and the bread, and the breaking, giving, 
taking, eating, may be the body of Christ by signification ; as 
the lamb, the taking, killing, dressing, and eating, is said to be 
the Lord’s passover, Exod. xii. 11. And the hair, the weigh- 
ing, burning, smiting, and scattering it, is said to be Jerusalem, 
Ezek. v. 5. (2.) The substantive is not repeated with, nor 
immediately connected to the adjective. (3.) And the noun 
consequent to retro, this, is cHma of the neuter gender; and 
consequently in all poits, nothing more regular and gram- 
matical. 

He argues further, “The word fhis cannot refer to the word 
body (as many of their own authors hold), because the con- 
version of the substance of the bread into the substance of 
Christ’s body is not accomplished till the words this is my 
body, are pronounced ; and to say the word ¢his (which im- 
plies somewhat present) refers to body, is to make that to be 
there which is not there; which is absurd,” saith Bellarmine, 
and it would be to say, This body is my body,+ which, saith 
another, is ridiculous. 

Lastly, He contends, that by the word ¢iis is meant, ‘ what 
is contained under the species of bread.’’{ Here those that 
were of the last opinion, are even with him, and say, this 
account of the word this, is full of absurdities. For what is 
contained under the species or accidents of bread, must refer 
to the bread, or the body, or the species. Not to the bread, 
for that is to go over to the Protestants. Not to the body, for 
that (as we have heard) isto make that present which is not 
yet present. Not tothe species; for till the bread be changed 
into the body, the species are in the substance of the bread, 
and one with it ; and besides, Bellarmine himself saith, that 
the sense is not, that “these species are the body.”§ But 
here we meet with a guide, who tells us that it is “this thing.”’ 
Now it would be worth knowing what is the substantivel|-to 
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the word rovro in Greek ; for if it be ovata, surely rovro oveia 
is as false grammar as rovro dproc. Again, it would be worth 
knowing what “ this thing”’ is, that is neither bread, nor body, 
nor accidents. Here again we have our guide at hand to 
direct us: “ This,” saith he, “‘ is a pronoun demonstrative, * that 
doth not express any particular, determinate, and distinct 
nature, or substance ; only discovers some real thing, which 
appears in such a manner; as for instance, the species of 
bread to the senses, which our Saviour declares fully to them to 
be his body.” 

But to this it may be replied : 

1. That the word this stands not here by itself,~ but is in 
a proposition, ‘‘ This is my body,”’ and so must be taken in a 
determinate sense, for some particular known substance, what- 
ever itis. It being a ridiculous thing to demonstrate that by 
the demonstrative this, which is not demonstrated by it. . To 
this purpose argues the Jesuit Maldonat.t 

2. I would fain know of this author, if the word this 
expresses nothing of a determinate nature, how the predicate 
body is of the same nature with the subject thes, as he saith it 
is, if understood im the sense of his Catholics.§ 

Next, Bellarmine argues from the word zs, which he saith, 
‘‘in this place signifies is, for that is the most simple and 
common signification, insomuch as all other words are resolved 
into this, and this is to be resolved into none.” | 

1. But Bellarmine himself soon recalls this, granting, that 
where signs are concerned, the word ‘‘zs is to be explained 4] by 
signifies.” 

2. Ladd from another hand, that as often as the verb is 
joins things of diverse natures together,** we must necessarily 
have recourse to a figure and a trope according to that rule in 
logic, disparatum de disparato non proprie predicatur. 

3. Bread and the body of Christ are things of different 
natures; and therefore, if in the proposition, ‘This is my 
body,” body i is meant of the proper body ‘of Christ, and the 
word this refers to proper bread (as I have shewed it does), 
then the word is must be interpreted by the word signifies, or 
represents. And this is not only true in common forms of 
speech, as this is Ceesar, this is my will, my hand, my seal; 
where it is not Cesar, but his picture: not the will, but the 
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legacy ; not the hand, but the writing; not the seal, but the 
impression: but it is also usual in Scripture, as “ The seed is 
the word,’ Luke viii. 11. “I am the door,’ John x. 7. 
** This is the blood of the men,” 2 Sam. xxiii. 17. And inthe 
instances before given, ‘‘ This is the Lord’s passover ;’’ “This is 
Jerusalem.’’ Of this see before, p. 189. 

The last head of arguments to prove the truth of Christ’s 
proper body to be truly in the eucharist,* is taken from the 
use of it. Here Bellarmine argues from the consecration,+ 
the fraction, the communication, and the guilt by unworthy 
participation. 

He arguest from 1 Cor. x. 16, ‘ The cup of blessing, which 
(saith he) signifies consecration to be necessary; but there is 
no need of consecration, if it be a figure, for then a declaration 
of his will would be sufficient.” 

1. Their blessing is not their consecration.$ For conse- 
cration with them is the use of the words of conversion (so 
called by them), ‘This is my body.’ But our Saviour blessed, 
and brake, and gave, before he said, “Take eat; this is my 
body.” And if blessing be consecrating, then consecrating 
would be when it was but a figure. 

2. It is a figure, if there be no substantial change ; but 
consecration may be where there is no substantial change ; 
and consequently may be where there is a figure. For else 
baptism must not be baptism, nor chrism in their confirmation 
be chrism, after consecration, where they own is no substantial 
change. 

Fraction, he saith, ‘‘is immolation.’’|| 

But of that see before, p. 177. 

He saith, ‘‘ The bread broken, being the communication of 
the body of Christ, implies it, and which is further confirmed 
by the comparison betwixt the eucharist and heathenish 
sacrifices.” ** 

Of this see before, p. 214.t+ 

It is said, 1 Cor. xi. 27, ‘*‘ Whosoever shall eat this bread, 
and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of 
the body and blood of the Lord, which implies the presence of 
his proper body and blood.” tT 

1. The force of this argument lies in this, that no contempt 
can be offered to Christ, but where he is personally and bodily 


* SS. IV. ¢ Cap. 12 et 13. t Arg. 1. § Answer. 
|| Arg. 2. q Answer. phd Won tt Answer. 
tt Arg. 4. 


384 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


present, but that is apparently otherwise ;* for the despising 
the Gospel, and the messengers of it, is said to be a despising 
of Christ, Luke x. 16. 

2. Upon the same reason as there may be contempt offered 
to Christ by contempt of his Gospel and messengers, though 
he be bodily absent; on the same reason may he that contemns 
the sacrament of Christ’s body and blood (when his sufferings 
are set forth and commemorated), be said to be guilty of his 
body and blood; for what relation the Gospel and messengers 
have to Christ, that relation, and more, has the sacrament of 
his body and blood to his body and blood. So Christ is said 
to be crucified among the Galatians, as his sufferimgs were 
evidently set forth by the preaching of the Apostle, Gal. im. 1. 
And apostates are said to ‘‘ crucify to themselves the Son of 
God afresh,” Heb. vi. 6. So St Jerome saith of this place, 
“* He is guilty of the body and blood of Christ, who despises 
the sacrament of this so great a mystery as a vile thing.’+ 
Thus, indeed, St. Paul doth distinguish the sacrament of it 
from the thing ; for he saith not, He that eateth the body of 
Christ, and drinketh his blood unworthily, shall be guilty of 
the body and blood of Christ ; but ‘“‘ Whosoever shall eat this 
bread, and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily, shall be 
guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.” The one being the 
consequence of the other ; he that is guilty of the former, is in 
reason to be esteemed guilty of the other, from the near 
relation the one has to the other. 


PART II. 


It is contended that Transubstantiation is to be proved from | 


Scripture. 

After so large a discourse upon the first head, about the truth 
of Christ’s natural body and blood in the eucharist, it might 
reasonably be expected that there should be some considerable 
care taken to prove the conversion of the bread and wine into 
the proper substance of Christ’s body and blood.t But’ this 
has a very short chapter bestowed upon it, where Bellarmine 
tells us, that his first place is Matth. xxvi, “‘ This is my body.” 
He might have better called it his only place, for there is no 
second that follows his first. And even here,§ when he comes 
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to his utmost proof, that “it may (as he saith) be absolutely 
collected from it,” it amounts to this, “that from the common 
manner of speaking, what is signified in the words this is my 
body is, that there is nothing else but the body of Christ. 
For if it had been bread, our Lord ought to say, Here, that is, 
in this bread is my body.” So that it seems as our Saviour 
must do what thev would have him do, so he must speak 
what they would have him speak; ‘‘ he ought,”’ saith he, ‘to 
say.” But why then ought not our Lord to have said, This is 
turned into my body? ‘That indeed, some of them say, is to 
be understood, and so is supposed by them. And indeed, 
without proving 7s doth so signify, it is impossible to prove the 
bread to be turned into the proper body of Christ by virtue of 
these words, ‘‘ This is my body.” In fine, this knowing man 
was so sensible of the shortness of his argument, that he thus 
concludes the whole: ‘‘ Let me add,” saith he, “‘ that though 
there should be some obscurity and ambiguity in our Lord’s 
words,* yet that is taken away by many Councils of the 
Catholic Church (such as those of Lateran and Trent), and 
the consent of the Fathers.” So that though they do make 
some offer at Scripture, and at some times boast (as one doth) 
of ‘‘ clear words, even word for word;’+ yet that they soon 
forsake; and, as Bellarmine shelters himself against the 
obscurity and ambiguity of the text, by a pretence of Councils, 
and the consent of the Fathers: so this last author, after he 
has just named the clear words (as he calls them) soon quits 
that for a proof by demonstration. It looks somewhat great to 
begin with Scripture, and to pass thence to Councils, Fathers, 
and demonstrations. But when it comes to be inquired into, 
Scripture is one text alone, and that text obscure and am- 
biguous ; the Councils are these of Lateran and Trent; 
and the Fathers, the Fathers of those and the like Councils ; 
and their demonstration, fiction and imagination. But this 
belongs not to the present design to shew. 


* SS. Adde quod. t Cath. Scripturist, Point 12. p. 90. 
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